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Abstract 
 
This study took the widely-accepted, ‘industry standard’ Structural Paradigm of 
feature film plotting, and ‘road tested’ it, assessing its value as a tool in the 
process of actually writing a feature film script.  The methodology employed was 
to write a feature film script (titled THE ARM THAT DOES THE HARM) and look to 
apply the Paradigm to the writing process.  Journals recording the process were 
kept and peer assessment undertaken.  The data from these sources was then 
analysed and conclusions drawn. 
 
The reason for and value of this study are that, while this Paradigm is widely 
espoused by screenwriting gurus, taught as part of film courses and applied as a 
tool of script assessment and review, there is very little documented evidence of 
its actual value to the practice of writing a script.  My findings revealed that, 
though a useful reference point throughout, the Paradigm is most valuable during 
the early stages of story structuring and again, most particularly, when editing 
later drafts.   
 
An important outcome of this study was that it identified the Paradigm as a 
valuable tool, not a rule that must be adhered to, a series of points a narrative 
must be seen to ‘hit’ in order for it to be considered to have been told correctly.  
Further, this study demonstrated in practice how this tool can be applied.  This 
study suggests that trying to force an evolving story into the confines of the 
Paradigm can inhibit the story from developing ‘organically’ from its characters.  
Rather, the Paradigm should be applied as a tool for helping shape stories that 
first and foremost should be character-driven.     
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
 
A film’s script may be seen to be like the frame around which a house is built.  
Everything hangs off that frame.  The blueprint for that frame is the story structure.  If 
the blueprint/story structure is flawed, so too will the frame/script be and, 
ultimately, any construction/film built around it.  As William Goldman has written, 
“Screenplays are structure.” (1)  And as Alfred Hitchcock said, “The making of a 
picture is nothing but the telling of a story.”(2) 
    
Filmmakers may vary in the degree to which they agree with these sentiments, but 
the fact is, story structure is an issue at the centre of script development.  As a widely 
experienced, multi Awgie-nominated television drama writer, script editor and story 
editor (STINGERS, ALWAYS GREENER, SOMETHING IN THE AIR, NEIGHBOURS 
among others), and a teacher of screenwriting at QUT and QCA as well as for 
organizations such as the AFTRS and the Australian Writers’ Guild, I endorse Messrs 
Goldman and Hitchcock’s observations.  So too, as my Literature Review details, do 
key writers on the subject of screenwriting.  Screen drama is about storytelling and 
at the heart of storytelling is the structure.  The process of structuring is often 
referred to as the ‘plotting’ of the story.   
 
The issue out of which this study grew, is that of how best to  
realise structure in script. 
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 As screenwriters over the decades have wrestled with this issue, a structural 
paradigm has evolved, based on the classic three-act structure that dates back at 
least as far as ancient Greece.  The massive increase over the last twenty years in the 
number of books dealing with screenwriting and incorporating this paradigm in one 
form or another (a simple web search turns up literally hundreds of titles on the 
subject), has resulted in the elevation of the paradigm to the level of an orthodoxy.  
The paradigm can be seen to have taken on the dimensions of a model, the key 
points of which have to be ‘hit’ by the writer in order for a story to be considered to 
be told ‘correctly’.     
 
The former Head of Writing at the AFTRS, Paul Thompson, identifies the elements of 
this paradigm in his ELEMENTS OF STORYTELLING: 
 
BALANCE 
DISTURBANCE 
PROTAGONIST 
PLAN 
OBSTACLES 
COMPLICATIONS 
SUB-STORY 
CRISIS 
CLIMAX 
     RESOLUTION  (3) 
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He affirms its conformity to the traditional three-act structure, defining the elements 
in these terms: 
 
ACT 1 BALANCE 
  The set of circumstances existing at the beginning of the story. 
 
  DISTURBANCE 
  An event that upsets the Balance.   
 
  PROTAGONIST 
  The central character. 
 
ACT 2 PLAN 
  The beginning of the activity that will re-establish the Balance. 
 
  OBSTACLES 
  Any factor that opposes or impedes the progress of the  
Protagonist. 
 
  COMPLICATIONS 
  Any factor causing a fundamental change in the course of the  
action. 
 
  SUB-STORY 
  Less detailed stories affecting or reflecting the main plot. 
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ACT 3 CRISIS 
  A moment of crucial conflict. 
 
  CLIMAX 
  The moment when this crucial conflict is resolved one way or  
another. 
 
  RESOLUTION 
  The set of circumstances resulting from the certainty of the  
Climax. (4) 
 
 
This model constitutes the structural paradigm which is the subject of 
this study and which is referred to throughout as the Paradigm.   
 
 
Among the writer/teachers promulgating this Paradigm are four whom I have 
termed “The Gurus” - Syd Field, Linda Seger, Robert McKee and Chris Vogler.  
Although they may vary in the names they give the elements (Vogler [1999], for 
instance, refers to Balance as “Ordinary World”) and sometimes they combine the 
elements (Thompson’s Act 1 elements are combined by both Field [1984] and Seger 
[1994] into one element - “Set-up”), Thompson’s model conforms to the structural 
models of all the Gurus, as well as to those of key Australian writers on the subject, 
Coral Drouyn and Linda Aronson.  (The key texts of all these writers are examined in 
2.2 LITERATURE REVIEW.)   
 
The guru status of these writers is a product in the first instance of their commercial 
success, including book sales and attendances at their lectures and workshops.  
More significant though is the influence on key ‘players’ in screenwriting, which this 
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success generates.  These players include teachers, government funding body 
assessors, script editors, producers and critics, as well as writers themselves.  Critic 
and screenwriter Bob Ellis (NEWSFRONT, THE NOSTRADAMUS KID) is one who has 
long acknowledged (and largely disapproved of), the Gurus’, and through them the 
Paradigm’s, influence.  His November 2006 ROUGH CUT column in ENCORE 
magazine in which he refers, somewhat dismissively, to the “Sid-Field-film-school-
one-man’s-imperilled-odyssey rule of screenwriting” (5), gives a small taste of his 
opinion on the subject.  
 
In the landscape of the Australian film industry, the influence of the Paradigm on 
funding body script assessors can be seen as especially important.  For Australian 
films, government funding is almost always the crucial element in whether or not a 
project gets to production.  In 1997, David Gonski’s government-commissioned 
review of the industry included among its recommendations,  
 
    That the Government recognize that to achieve its cultural objectives  
    within a commercially driven Australian film industry, there will be a  
    continuing need for Government assistance (6)   
 
Nine years later, the Australian Screen Council’s (comprising the key industry 
practitioners’ representative bodies) 2006 submission to the Department of 
Communication, Information, Technology and The Arts regarding federal 
government film funding support, insisted Gonski’s finding remained applicable (7).  
The Australian Screen Directors’ Association’s own submission reported that 
Gonski’s conclusions remain no less valid today, stating that, 
 
    …any suggestion that these (government interventions) could be   
    unpicked and still allow an industry to produce even the level and  
    diversity of audiovisual product being produced, let alone allow an  
    industry to grow, is not realistic. (8) 
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 In an environment where government funding is so crucial, and with script 
assessment a key determinant in whether or not this funding is forthcoming, script 
assessors feel the need to be able to justify the decisions they make.  Having a 
structural Paradigm and writings to refer to, is seen as a way to ‘source’ such 
justification.   Indeed, funding bodies specifically refer to structure as a key item of 
script assessment.  The Australian Film Commission for example specifies that script 
development notes “should demonstrate an understanding of the current structure 
and meaning of the script”. (9)  They further specify for these notes that they “should 
also demonstrate an understanding of whose journey forms the central story of the 
script”. (10)  This notion of the story as a “journey” is one that fits all the Gurus’ 
interpretations of the Paradigm.  As well, AFC and Pacific Film and Television 
Commission assessment guidelines (11) refer specifically to such Paradigm elements 
as Protagonist, Sub-stories, Climax and Resolution. 
 
The result is that the approach to story structure of the scripts that are being written 
in this country, can be seen to be strongly influenced by the Paradigm.    
 
However in an area of creative endeavour, an inexact science such as screenwriting 
in which we teach that there are no absolute rules, questions should be asked about 
how legitimate this influence is.  Given the extent to which this Paradigm’s value is 
promulgated and script decisions made according to it, the question has to be 
asked, How effective is it?  How useful  
 
is this tool, so widely used in teaching film writing, and for assessment and review 
purposes, in actual practice?  To what extent does a script, and the process a writer 
goes through to realize that script, actually benefit from the application of the 
Paradigm?  When a writer sits down with a blank page and prepares to commence 
telling their story in a script, how much practical value is this Paradigm? 
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This then was the issue with which this study was concerned, the research question 
the issue generated being: 
 
How useful a tool in the process of developing story 
structure, is the Structural Paradigm in the practice of 
writing a feature film script?   
 
If it is useful - how?  How does it work and benefit the actual writing 
process?  And if it is not useful, in what ways does it fail? 
 
(For this study “useful” was defined as, “Contributing to the quality of 
the story structure by assisting the writer in the process by which they 
realise that structure”.)   
  
 
The approach taken in this study to answering these questions, was to indeed write a 
feature film script from scratch and look to apply the Paradigm as effectively as 
possible to the ensuing process.  That is, begin with a story in mind, the terrifying 
sight of a blank page, and type in the words “SCENE 1”.  This I did, writing the script 
titled THE ARM THAT DOES THE HARM, a general audience, broad appeal comedy 
feature.  As I wrote, I looked to apply the Paradigm meticulously.  Journals were 
maintained, recording the process, and the progress of the script was assessed by 
peers.  These two data-gathering methods, Journal and Peer Assessment, constituted 
the Data-Gathering Element of my Methodological Model.  I then applied an 
Inductive Approach to analyzing this data.  (See 3.0 METHODOLOGY) 
 
It was not necessarily the goal of this study to ‘debunk’ the Paradigm.  I went into the 
study believing it to be an enormously valuable tool.  I have recommended it myself 
in the course of my teaching and looked to apply it in my professional writing 
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practice as a script editor.   
 
However I had never actually applied it from the start in the writing of a feature 
script.  Much more significantly, there was very little material recording any 
other writer’s experience of having done so.  And, most significantly, no record 
in their texts of the Gurus themselves having done so.                
 
There existed therefore an orthodoxy, a Paradigm, an industry standard, for which 
there was very little evidence in practice of its value as the very thing it is most 
purported to be - a tool of film writing.  The aim of this study was to search for such 
evidence and, in the process, to assess the Paradigm’s actual value as a scriptwriting 
tool.   
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 2.0 CONTEXTUAL REVIEW 
 
2.1  SOFTWARE 
 
Though not approaching the influence of traditional texts on the subject of 
screenwriting (such as those examined in 2.2 LITERATURE REVIEW), scriptwriting 
software nonetheless warrants mention as a technical innovation.   
 
The majority of scriptwriting software products are essentially formatting tools, 
offering layout options of varying of levels of sophistication.  FINAL DRAFT and 
SOPHOCLES  are popular examples of these products.  A few however are designed 
to assist with the creative process of scriptwriting, including structuring.  These tend 
to operate either as open windows on the screen, showing a version of the Paradigm 
to which the writer can refer; or as messages which appear as ‘prompts’ on screen, 
suggesting to the writer that, for example, it may be time to introduce a new turning 
point.  This programmed approach to story structuring can be seen to offer little or 
no concession to the unique creative imperatives of individual stories, and tends to 
reinforce the notion of story structuring as a formula.       
 
DRAMATICA is an example of this ‘assistant’ style of software.  It presents what it 
describes as a four-act structure: 
 
ACT 1                          ACT 2                         ACT 3                         ACT 4 
Set up of                     Complications        Greater                     Crisis, Climax         
Plot Points and        and Interactions     Complications       and Resolution  
Story Dynamics                                            and Interactions    of Plot Points  
   and Story   
   Dynamics (12)  
9 
 
 It may be seen though that Acts 2 and 3 in fact comprise the traditional Act 2, and that 
this model represents very little that is different from the Paradigm.   
 
In fact what this type of scriptwriting software offers at this stage of its development, 
is essentially just that - an inbuilt version of the Paradigm.  However, apart from 
employing modern technology, it can be seen to offer little that a writer would not 
already have access to by having an open book on the subject beside them.  In fact, 
as these products tend to be narrower in scope and detail than the majority of books 
on the subject, it could be argued that a writer is better served by referring to a 
book.  This consideration, along with their tendency toward a   programmed 
structuring approach, can be seen to explain why these products, at this stage of 
their development, exercise minimal influence on the practice of screenwriting.          
 
 
2.2  LITERATURE REVIEW
 
As mentioned, there are literally hundreds of books on the subject of screenwriting, 
with magazines articles, scholarly papers, seminar presentations etc running into the 
thousands.  One of the most common claims among these writings is that they “break 
the rules”.  “A new approach to screenwriting” is a tagline apparently considered a 
marketing essential.   
 
Of the examples assessed by this writer, a few chose simply to ignore structure as an 
element of screenwriting, virtually automatically rendering their analysis of the 
subject incomprehensive.  Others looked to replace it with other concepts, often 
new-age, frequently borrowed from others art forms, often non-compatible.  An 
example of such a concept was music as presented by US teacher, Joan Shekel at her 
1998 SPAA Conference session (13).  Her contention was that stories flow like music 
and that a writer can, in effect, tap into a story structure by ‘hearing’ it in their head 
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as they would the notes of a tune.  Unfortunately, with no feature-writing credit of her 
own to use as an example, she had difficulty convincing the audience of 
screenwriters how this theory worked in practice. 
 
A number of texts took the existing Paradigm and adapted it, sometimes quite 
loosely, to their own theories.  An interesting example is Dancyger and Rush’s 
ALTERNATIVE SCRIPTWRITING: SUCCESSFULLY BREAKING THE RULES (2007).  
Though they don’t specifically debunk the Paradigm, they do suggest that the 
traditional three-act structure on which the Paradigm is based, tends to promote 
conservative story-telling, and that structure can and should be more “ambitious”.  
They advocate alternative structures, which they call “Counter-Structures”.  They 
state that Counter-Structures, as opposed to “traditional” structure, “evolve 
organically from less pre-planned needs, and are as open-ended and various as are 
the stories from which they grow.” (14)   
  
This need for structure to evolve “organically” and not be made to fit some pre-
determined plan, is a strong point, one supported by this study.  Their contention 
that this cannot be accommodated by the traditional three-act structure is, however, 
less convincing (again, as this study tends to show).  Less than convincing too, is 
their claim film story can be told in two acts or even one.  They claim, for instance, 
somewhat remarkably, that MEAN STREETS is a one-act story.  They nominate as 
Counter-Structures what they call “Ironic Three-Act Structure”, “Exaggerated Ironic 
Three-Act Structure” and “Indifferent Three-Act Structure”.  These terms however 
serve more accurately as descriptions of the style of stories offered as examples, 
than as new forms of structure.   
 
Ultimately these Counter-Structures can be seen to conform to the traditional 
structure.  CHINATOWN, for example, is a film they claim conforms to the counter-
structure they call “Ironic Three-Act”.  However the writer of CHINATOWN, Robert 
Towne, in a 2006 interview (15) describes a story development process based on the 
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sheer hard work of constant re-structuring (up to twenty restructures of the story) 
using “step outlines” reflecting, it would seem, the Paradigm.    
 
Overall, the majority of texts reviewed in this study espoused the existing Paradigm 
in one form or another, often, rather like Dancyger and Rush, differentiating their 
own models by employing their own terms or amalgamating elements. 
 
Having assessed these texts, and conceding that an understanding of the nature of 
the wide selection of material available on the subject is useful, in the context of this 
study, the important literature is the writings of what I have termed “The Gurus”.  
These are four writer/teachers of screenwriting - Syd Field, Linda Seger, Robert 
McKee and Chris Vogler - whose articulations on screenwriting have done more to 
define and entrench the Paradigm, than have any other influences.    
 
In the process of this review, I also specifically examined the Gurus’ approaches to 
the subject of character.  Although there is considerable disagreement on the 
importance of character compared to structure in the development of a script, most 
practitioners, teachers and writers on screenwriting, including the Gurus, agree 
character is a vital element of story-telling.  Robert McKee contends the two 
elements, structure and character, are in fact aspects of each other, stating, “We 
cannot ask which is more important, structure or character, because structure is 
character; character is structure.” (16)  While many practitioners and writers on 
screenwriting would certainly not go that far, it can certainly be contended that a 
review of structure should not be undertaken in isolation from character. Therefore, 
while structure remains the central subject of this review, character is incorporated 
into it. 
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 2.21  THE GURUS
 
Examining each of the four Gurus’ work individually -  
 
Syd Field  A teacher considered something of a ‘godfather’ of current 
screenwriting theory.  The success and influence of his 1984 book, THE 
SCREENWRITER’S WORKBOOK, can be seen to have launched the remarkable 
torrent of screenwriting books of the last two decades.  In fact, much of what has 
followed can be seen to be refinements or indeed duplications of his teaching.    
 
Field is an unequivocal advocate of structure,  
 
    Structure is the most important element in the screenplay.  It is the force      that   
    holds everything together; it is the skeleton, the spine, the foundation.  Without   
    structure, you have no story; without story you have no screenplay. (17).   
 
He advocates strongly that this structure must have a beginning, middle and end.  
He defines writing a screenplay as a “process” and states specifically  
that “The paradigm is dramatic structure”. (18) 
 
He presents this paradigm as: 
 
BEGINNING   MIDDLE            END 
Act 1     Act 2             Act 3 
Setup     Confrontation           Resolution 
(pp. 1-30)    (pp. 30-90)            (pp. 90-120) 
inc Plot Point 1    Plot Point 2  
(pp.25-27)    (pp. 85-90)  (19) 
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Though less detailed than the Paul Thompson model, it conforms to the same basic 
structure.  The most significant difference is the specification of page numbers.  
These are the number of pages into an average script by which stage, according to 
Field, the specified plot points should have been reached.  While he does insist this 
model is but a “tool”, the specification of exact page numbers as a means of 
determining the run of action, does seem prescriptive. 
 
Interestingly, it can be seen that this very prescriptiveness is one of the key reasons 
for the popularity of this model.  Particularly to those new to screenwriting, it offers 
clear, unambiguous directions and straightforward answers to the questions of how 
to structure.  It offers simple signposts to be observed along the way.  It is 
straightforward and easy to follow, as are his descriptions of the process in the text.  
In other words, it can be seen as a useful introduction. 
 
However, patently, all stories are not the same and one significant difference 
between them is the amount of time spent in each Act.  In FIELD OF DREAMS (20), for 
example, the Setup takes but a few minutes, while in STAR WARS (21) it is almost half 
an hour into the film before reaching what Field would call Plot Point 1. 
 
Most of the writers on screenwriting who have followed Field have tended, even 
when adopting his tenets and paradigm, to be less prescriptive in their approach.  
There are exceptions, one being Robert Berman in FADE IN: THE SCREENWRITING 
PROCESS (1997).  He takes Field’s prescriptions even further, specifying that pages 
1-10 should introduce the main character and establish the premise and 
circumstances of the story, pages 11-17 should focus on the main character, pages 
18-20 should introduce the first major plot point, and so on.  A decade on, Field 
himself still promulgated exactly the same model as he did originally, page 
specifications included, in SCREENPLAY: THE FOUNDATIONS OF SCREENWRITING 
(1994).   
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In THE SCREENWRITER’S WORKBOOK he goes into considerable detail, several 
chapters in fact, on the importance of character and character creation, stating, 
“Creating a good character is essential to the success of your screenplay” (22); and 
“Good character is the heart and soul and nervous system of your screenplay.” (23)  
However his dictum that structure is the most important element of the screenplay is 
adhered to throughout, with character essentially an element of story.  In other 
words, he is suggesting that character should ‘fit in’ to the story structure rather than  
structure being designed around character.   
 
 
Linda Seger  The next key text to be considered is Linda Seger's 1994 book 
MAKING A GOOD SCRIPT GREAT.  This text seems significantly influenced by 
Field’s writings, and can be seen to be an updating of them.  She strongly endorses 
the three-act structure and the terms she uses are very similar to those used by 
Field, even to the point of nominating numbers of pages: 
 
SET-UP   
Act 1     
(pp 1 - 15) 
 
DEVELOPMENT  
Act 2 
1st Turning Point  
(pp 25-35)  
2nd Turning Point  
(pp 75-90) 
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RESOLUTION 
Act 3 
Climax  
(approximately 5pp from the end)    
Resolution  
(final 5 pp)  (24) 
 
She differs somewhat from Field in that she stresses the importance of Turning Points 
more than he does.  Beyond that, the book covers similar territory to what Field 
does.  It offers the same step-by-step style of approach, employing a similar 
instructional, occasionally doctrinaire, tone.  Interestingly, her most recent book, 
ADVANCED SCREENWRITING: RAISING YOUR SCRIPT TO THE ACADEMY AWARD 
LEVEL (2003), is a good deal less prescriptive, admitting to and outlining a variety of 
different styles of structure.  Significantly though, all these styles do still conform to 
her original paradigm.  As well, as she points out in the Introduction, this book is for 
more advanced writers than the original was, and is a self-described "sequel".  The 
assumption is that the reader has absorbed her earlier works and is here ready to 
build on them.       
 
The most important contribution she has made to the field of screenwriting can be 
seen to be her promotion of the value of the editing process.  Her dictum is that "all 
writing is re-writing" and that a script and its story are, in effect, never finished - that 
they are endlessly evolving.  This is a more than useful introduction to the notion of 
editing, a process which, as this study shows, is crucial in a script’s development.          
 
Again similarly to Field, she goes into considerable detail on the subject of 
character:  
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    Stories become complex through the influence of character.  It’s character  
    that impinges on story, dimensionalizes the story, and moves the story in  
    new directions. (25)   
 
Though this statement suggests that she acknowledges the importance of character 
in story, throughout she reinforces Field’s notion that character is an element of 
story.  That is to say, that while character influences and impinges upon story and is 
capable of moving the story in new directions, structure remains the prime narrative 
determinant. 
 
 
Robert McKee  Most famous and, over the last decade, most influential of the 
Gurus.  His 1997 book STORY: SUBSTANCE, STYLE AND PRINCIPLES OF 
SCREENWRITING is generally regarded as the definitive instructional book on 
screenwriting.  Its popularity, along with that of his seminars, has seen McKee 
achieve almost household-name status within the community at large, even being 
portrayed in the feature film ADAPTATION.  Some of this can be put down to McKee's 
own self-promotion.  His persona, certainly publicly, is that of a tough-minded, 
talented, passionate professional.  In other words the embodiment of what people 
imagine the successful Hollywood screenwriter to be.  However, beyond the 
persona, through the content of STORY and of his seminars, he addresses story 
structure in a sophisticated and articulate manner.  His work is both detailed and 
highly accessible.  
 
He can be seen to have ‘inherited’ some of Field’s dogmatism, being very specific 
on the importance of story and structure in screenwriting - "A good story makes a 
good film possible, while failure to make story work virtually guarantees 
disaster"(26).  Further,  
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    Flawed and false storytelling is forced to substitute spectacle for  
    substance, trickery for truth.  Weak stories, desperate to hold audience  
    attention, degenerate into multi-million dollar razzle-dazzle demo reels.   
    (27). 
 
While he does stress the importance of structure in storytelling, he insists it  
cannot be used as a formula.  Unlike Field and Seger, he deliberately sets out to 
avoid the idea of a model or paradigm and actually argues against the notion.  
However, having done so, he then goes on to contend, "A story is a design in five 
parts" (28), and proceeds to work through these five elements  
which, it has to be contended, resemble a paradigm: 
 
INCITING INCIDENT including Set-up 
(Act 1) 
 
PROGRESSIVE COMPLICATIONS 
(Act 2) 
 
CRISIS 
CLIMAX 
RESOLUTION 
(Act 3)  (29) 
 
In his seminars, certainly his Genre Seminar (30), he strays even further in the 
direction of formula, stating, for example, that there are precisely six possible 
climaxes to a thriller, as well as analyzing example films in very specific three-act 
structure terms.  He also pays considerable attention to Sub-story and, especially, 
Protagonist (and antagonist), elements which coincide closely with Paul Thompson’s 
model.  In fact McKee can be seen to advocate a model very close in nature to the 
Paradigm. 
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 Overall, McKee’s work can be seen to have much in common with that of Field and 
Seger.  His ‘softening’ of the message, insisting the Paradigm cannot be used as a 
formula, can however be seen as a progression on their work, an acknowledgement 
of the inherent creative uniqueness of every story.  
 
His approach to character can be seen as a further departure from Field and Seger.  
While reiterating the importance of structure, he consistently makes the point that 
structure has to grow out of character.  That, as stated earlier, the two are aspects of 
each other:  
  
    Character and structure are interlocked.  The event structure of the story   
    is created out of the choices that characters make under pressure and the  
    actions they choose to take, while characters are the creatures who are  
    revealed and changed by how they choose to act under pressure.  If you  
    change one, you change the other.  If you change event design, you have  
    also changed character; if you change deep character, you must re-invent  
    the structure to express the character’s changed nature. (31)   
 
This approach suggests a symbiotic and interdependent relationship between 
structure and character, rather than the structure-dominant relationship Field and 
Seger describe.  McKee’s contentions regarding this relationship are supported by 
the findings of this study.      
   
 
Chris Vogler  In his 1999 book THE WRITER'S JOURNEY: MYTHIC STRUCTURE 
FOR STORYTELLERS AND SCREENWRITERS, he takes the structural Paradigm and 
gives it a new-age spin based, he claims, on the writings of Carl Jung and Joseph 
Campbell.  In the Introduction, he claims the book encompasses not just "design 
principles for storytelling, but... a handbook for life, a complete instruction manual 
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in the art of being human" (32).   
 
His "Journey" is signposted by a "matrix", as he calls it, consisting of eleven stages: 
 
ORDINARY WORLD 
 
CALL TO ADVENTURE 
 
REFUSAL OF THE CALL 
 
MEETING WITH THE MENTOR 
 
CROSSING THE FIRST THRESHOLD 
 
(ACT 1) 
(approximately 30 pages) 
 
 
TESTS, ALLIES, ENEMIES 
 
APPROACH THE INNERMOST CAVE ORDEAL (SEIZING THE SWORD)            
 
REWARD 
 
(ACT 2) 
(60 pages) 
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THE ROAD BACK 
 
RESURRECTION 
 
RETURN WITH THE ELIXIR 
 
(ACT 3)   
(30 pages)  (33) 
 
The mythically-flavoured titles apart, this matrix tallies closely with the established 
Paradigm.  Like McKee, he insists that it not be followed as a formula, warning,  
 
    The conscious awareness of its patterns may be a mixed blessing, for it's  
    easy to generate thoughtless cliches and stereotypes from this matrix...    
    But if writers absorb its ideas and re-create them with fresh insights and  
    surprising combinations, they can make amazing new forms and original  
    designs from ancient, immutable parts. (34)   
 
Again, this is a softening on Field's prescriptiveness, a concession he takes even 
further than McKee does.  Vogler insists that,  
 
    At the core of every artist is a sacred place where all rules are set aside or  
    deliberately forgotten, and nothing matters but the instinctive choices of  
    the heart and soul of the artist. (35).   
 
Couched among the new-age hyperbole is the simple and important reminder to the 
writer to be creative.  However it may also be contended that he undermines this 
advocacy of the creative imperative somewhat by following Field and Seger in the 
rather prescriptive practice of specifying the number of pages per Act.   
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Overall though, Vogler's tone and rhetoric are more nurturing (an approach not to 
be underestimated when appealing to writers, especially new ones) and more 
creatively appealing than those of the other three Gurus, and can be seen to have 
evolved from their works.  And, like them, at the heart of his "journey" is his matrix, 
the Paradigm, those "immutable parts".   
 
Somewhat surprisingly given his generally less didactic approach, his views on 
character tend to have more in common with those of Field and Seger than with 
McKee’s.  He very definitely identifies character as an element of structure rather 
than part of the co-dependent relationship McKee describes.  Vogler actually takes 
this notion further than Field and Seger can be seen to, by describing character as, 
in effect, a ‘device’ for storytelling, suggesting character exists to ‘service’ the story: 
“The dramatic purpose of the Hero is to give the audience a window into the story.” 
(36)  He refers to characters as having “story function” (37), categorising them 
according to that function, for example Hero, Mentor, Threshold Guardian, Herald.   
 
It may therefore be seen that, despite the softer tone of rhetoric compared with Field 
and Seger’s on the subject of the fundamental primacy of the structure in story 
development, he does in fact, quite categorically reinforce that primacy.         
 
 
2.22  THE AUSTRALIANS
 
As well as these four internationally-recognised Gurus, I also critically examined the 
key texts of two of Australia's leading writers and teachers in the area, Coral Drouyn 
and Linda Aronson.  Though neither can be claimed to have the breath of influence 
of the four ‘international’ Gurus, both are cogent writers on the subject as well, 
especially Drouyn, as experienced writers of screen drama.  It is also valuable to be 
acquainted with the local perspective.  
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Coral Drouyn  While this hugely-experienced television writer (PRISONER, 
HOME AND AWAY, PACIFIC DRIVE) in her book BIG SCREEN SMALL SCREEN 
(1994) veers a little back toward the strictness of Field, she also, like McKee and 
Vogler, acknowledges the crucial importance of the skills and talent of the individual 
writer in how the Paradigm is applied to the writing process. That is, the importance 
of creativity.  
 
She strongly endorses the three-act structure, stating that though many have tried to 
get away from it, none has succeeded.  She seems to echo Field’s notion about 
characters being the heart and soul and nervous system of a screenplay, as well as 
concurring with the other gurus on the importance of structure, when she says,  
 
    If it’s true to say your characters are the heart and soul, and probably the  
    mind, of your screenplay, then your structure is most definitely the  
    skeleton…  If the skeleton of your script is deformed, if your structure is  
    repellent, the audience isn’t going to make the extra effort. (38)   
 
Her structural model, the ‘bones’ of her “skeleton”, is:  
 
ACT 1  THE SET-UP - The introduction of the main character and the  
     story. 
         The raising of the main issue. 
 
ACT 2  THE DEVELOPMENT - The confrontation. 
     The journey the audience makes with  
the character (the bulk of the story). 
 
ACT 3  THE ENDING/RESOLUTION - The end of the journey/quest. 
        The climax. 
        The ‘who gets what?’.  (39) 
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 She also stresses the importance of Turning Points and Sub-stories in structuring.   
Like Linda Seger, she highlights the importance of revising and re-writing.  She 
certainly doesn’t understate the challenges to the writer inherent in this process, 
titling one chapter on the subject, “Ouch!  The Pain Of Reworking The Script”. (40) 
 
The aspect of her writings that does set her apart from the others examined here, is 
her identification of, and distinction between, talent and craft skills, stressing the 
importance to a writer of possessing both.  That is, of being creative but also having 
the skills necessary to realise that creativity in script.  Other writers allude to this 
notion, but Drouyn specifically identifies it.  She nominates the ability to 
structure/plot story as one such crucial craft skill.  Possessing it, she states, gives the 
writer the capacity to turn story inspiration into script.  That is, that structure is what 
allows the writer’s story to be told - to practically apply one’s creativity. 
 
While she can generally be seen to concur with all the gurus on the importance of 
structure, her assessment of character tallies far closer to McKee’s assessment than it 
does to those of the others.  She sees character as having a far more co-dependent 
relationship with structure than all but McKee do.  In fact, she takes the point even 
further than he does, nominating character as the crucial element in driving the 
story.  As she puts it,  
 
    The reality is that you may have a plot going around in your head, but it  
    won’t ever become a script until a character takes it over.  In other words,  
    until you know the who, the how, what and why have little relevance. (41)   
 
Further, “a screenplay, regardless of the intricacies of plot and story, is essentially 
about people.” (42) 
 
The ability of a writer to create and develop these “people” (that is, characters) can 
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be seen as one of the “talents” or creative skills Drouyn refers to.  It may be seen as 
her contention that, to a large extent, character defines what the story is, while the 
“craft” skill of structuring addresses how that story is realized.  Drouyn’s assessment 
of this relationship between character and structure suggests an even stronger, 
more symbiotic conjunction than even McKee does. 
 
 
Linda Aronson  A scriptwriter and teacher, Linda Aronson also stresses the 
importance of story structure.  Her approach can be seen to occupy something of a 
middle ground between the strictness of Field and the new age nurturing of Vogler.  
She describes the structuring process as one of organizing story “fragments”, these 
fragments being such script elements as characters, scenes, climax.  As she says, 
“the writer’s job is to find or impose some kind of order on them (the fragments) 
without pre-empting the creative process”. (43)  She describes a three-act structure 
based, by her acknowledgement, on Paul Thompson’s: 
 
    ACT ONE 
 
NORMALITY 
 
PROTAGONIST 
 
DISTURBANCE 
 
PLAN 
 
ANTAGONIST 
 
SURPRISE (TURNING POINT) 
 
OBSTACLE 
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    ACTS TWO & THREE 
 
COMPLICATIONS 
 
SUB-STORIES 
 
MORE SURPRISES AND OBSTACLES 
 
CLIMAX 
 
RESOLUTION  (44) 
 
She strongly urges having the structure clearly established and plotted before 
beginning writing the script.  She admits that, as the collection of “fragments” 
grows, it is difficult to resist starting on the script.  
 
    At this point it is very tempting to start writing the script, assuming that    
    problems can be solved along the way.  This is not a good idea.  It is very  
    hard to throw away a scene once it has been written.  An emotional  
    commitment has been made.  Subjectivity and protectiveness creep in.     
    (45)   
 
While this is a strong methodological point, it does not, strictly, address structural 
questions.  Subjectivity and protectiveness can creep into plotting decisions as well.  
Writers can make emotional commitments to structural elements just as easily as 
they can to individual scenes.  Rather, the value of this point is in its presaging of the 
editing stage, its suggestion that at some point content may indeed have to be 
“thrown away”.  This point can be seen to be in coincidence with Linda Seger’s 
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dictum on re-writing and is strongly supported by the findings of this study.     
 
As far as developing structure goes, she recommends grouping fragments as they 
occur, into the beginnings of a three-act structure which will evolve along the lines 
of the model.  She goes to the extent of recommending a chart for this purpose.  
However she warns there are both advantages and disadvantages to the Paradigm:   
 
    The advantage of this method (ie employing the Paradigm) is that the   
    structure, being proven, is likely to transmit the story well, and the   
    process of construction itself is a problem-solving device because it  
    reveals the gaps and weaknesses in the story.  The disadvantage of the  
    method is that no matter how good the structural model… if we  
    persistently use only one methodology, vertical thinking will take over  
    the process and short-circuit original thinking without our ever realizing  
    it. (46)  
 
She is warning that the Paradigm should be used as a tool of creativity, not as a 
substitute for it. 
 
Unlike the other Gurus, she does not go into great detail about character.  What she 
does say tends to be similar in nature to Vogler’s outlook.  That is, that character fits 
into story rather than driving it.  She contends that “the main task of traditional 
structure is to create the journey of the protagonist.” (47)  In other words, that the 
protagonist follows the pre-determined journey; that character fits in to structure.  
Like Field, Seger and Vogler, she appears to see character as an element of the 
structure, its role to service that structure. 
  
 
2.23  LITERATURE REVIEW: CONCLUSION
 
All six of these key writers (Vogler less specifically) acknowledge the three-act 
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structure as being at the heart of screen drama story structuring, and acknowledge 
its roots in ancient Greek story-telling.  All six present models along which this 
structuring may be developed.  The models all six advocate, despite variations in 
terminology, can be seen to be in coincidence with the Paul Thompson model being 
referred to as the Paradigm in this study.  Although they vary in the degree to which 
they espouse the importance of character to story in comparison to structure, all six 
can be seen to reinforce the dominant orthodoxy of film story structuring.  Further, 
all six look to show by means of film review, how their models can be seen to work 
in ‘practice’.  All take examples of produced films and apply their models to them, 
showing how the structure of those films fits the model. 
 
However: 
 
In no case do they apply their models, that is the Paradigm,  
to the actual writing process from the beginning.  
 
 
None takes the writer through the process from beginning to end.  Rather, they 
examine scripts in their final, produced form and analyse them in terms of the 
Paradigm.  Applied this way, the Paradigm does appear a valuable tool.  However it 
is essentially being used as a tool of review, not of actual practice.   
 
One writer who can be seen as an interesting exception is dual Oscar-winner, 
William Goldman (BUTCH CASSIDY AND THE SUNDANCE KID, ALL THE 
PRESIDENT’S MEN).  In his book, ADVENTURES IN THE SCREEN TRADE (1984), he 
relates his own experiences of writing various elements of the Paradigm.  He relates, 
for instance, his experiences of writing the beginnings of two of his scripts, HARPER 
and THE GREAT WALDO PEPPER.  However this book is by way of a memoir, not 
specifically a text on screenwriting, and does not focus on the writing process or the 
Paradigm.  For this reason he is not counted here among the Gurus.  It does however 
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have to be noted that the hugely credited, archetypal professional Goldman does, in 
his later book WHICH LIE DID I TELL? (2006), highly rate the teachings of McKee. 
 
At no point however do any of the Gurus say, “When I wrote my feature film script, 
how I dealt with the Set-up was…” or words to that effect, and take us through the 
experience.  A reason for this may be that none appears to have a feature film 
writing credit although Linda Aronson and especially Coral Drouyn are highly 
credited in television drama. 
 
(It should be noted that the Paradigm can equally legitimately be applied to 
television drama writing, as it can to writing for film.  However, while the elements of 
storytelling are the same for both forms, considerations such as the long-form nature 
of most television drama and the need, in commercial television, to accommodate 
commercial breaks, mean there are fundamental differences between the two forms 
in way structure is realized.  These differences are sufficiently fundamental to 
suggest that any assessment of the Paradigm’s application to television drama 
writing must be undertaken as a separate subject from an assessment of its 
application to film writing.)     
 
I make the point strongly here, that this observation regarding lack of feature film 
credits of the Gurus is in no way intended to diminish their authority on the subject 
of screenwriting nor the validity of their texts.  Nor is this an aim of this study.  
Rather, this study looks to build on their work and take the next step their texts 
suggest.  That step is, to research by practical application the effectiveness of this 
Paradigm which they have all so effectively promulgated.  To put the Paradigm to 
the test in a way - by writing a feature film script - they, in their texts, have not.   
 
The lack of an account of the Paradigm in practice, does seem to 
represent a gap in the research on the subject of screenwriting. 
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 It is out of this gap in the research - the lack of a start to finish account of 
the practical application of the Paradigm to the writing of a script and an 
assessment of its effectiveness - that this study grew. 
 
 
 
2.3  FILM LIST
 
The Paradigm that is the subject of this study has evolved more out of the writings on 
story structure, than out of an analysis of films themselves.  That is, it is the way film 
structuring has been analysed and defined rather than an actual analysis of films, 
with which this review is concerned.  A film review therefore is not appropriate.  
 
Having said this however, there were a number of films which I had, at least sub-
consciously in mind as I wrote my script, and this influence should be 
acknowledged.  In doing so, I stress that this influence did not inform structure so 
much as basic notion, the conceit, of the story.  My script, titled THE ARM THAT 
DOES THE HARM, is a general audience comedy about an ordinary man who has an 
extra-ordinary thing happen to him.  The one dynamic I was most guided by was one 
acknowledged and employed (at least early in his career) by Steven Spielberg - the 
dynamic of putting ordinary people into extraordinary circumstances.  With this 
dynamic in mind, I was aware of being influenced conceit-wise by films including:  
 
DUEL  (1971) 
 
CLOSE ENCOUNTERS OF THE THIRD KIND  (1977) 
 
ET  (1982) 
 
TOOTSIE  (1982) 
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 BACK TO THE FUTURE  (1985) 
 
BIG  (1988) 
 
FIELD OF DREAMS  (1989) 
 
THE SANTA CLAUSE  (1994)     
 
What these films provided me with was the confidence, via the success with which 
they did it, to attempt to realise a story built around an ordinary character and an 
extraordinary happenstance, and to invite the audience to appropriately suspend 
their disbelief.   
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 3.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
 
The specific strategy employed in this study was that of the Reflective Practitioner.  I 
approached my research from the epistemological perspective Kemmis and 
McTaggart identify as “Practice as individual action to be studied from the 
perspective of the subjective” (48).  That is, researching practice from the inside.  
This is in keeping with LM Smith’s notion of artists becoming principal researchers of 
their own endeavours (49).  My approach was further influenced by Donald Schon’s 
description of the reflective practitioner as “seeking to discover the particular 
features of his problematic situation, and from their gradual discovery, design an 
intervention” (50); and the process being one of “appreciation, action, 
reappreciation” (51). 
 
This method fitted perfectly with my practice, ideally accommodating practice-
based research.  The problematic situation was that a feature film story needed to be 
structured.  The process followed was one of writing, reviewing, editing, re-writing, 
reviewing.  In other words - appreciation, action, re-appreciation. 
 
The difference from my normal scriptwriting practice was that I researched the 
process as I went, collecting data on the process for analysis.  Specifically, this data 
was on how the structural Paradigm (the theory) related to the practical writing 
process (the practice) and how the process in turn related back to the structural 
Paradigm, ie praxis.  By way of a methodology, I developed a model consisting of 
two integrated elements, Data-Gathering and Data Analysis.   
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 3.1  METHODOLOGICAL MODEL 
 
 
 DATA-GATHERING ELEMENT 
 
  •  Journals 
  • Peer Assessment 
 
 
 DATA-ANALYSIS ELEMENT 
 
  •  Constant Comparison Method 
 
 
3.11 DATA-GATHERING ELEMENT 
 
 
    3.111  JOURNALS 
 
My decision to utilize journals was grounded in Nancy de Freitas’s notion of active 
documentation, which she describes as, “a planned and strategic method of 
producing tangible documentation of a work in progress” (52).  According to this 
method, normal practice is suspended and specific strategies implemented. 
 
In the case of my research project, “suspending normal practice” meant suspending 
work on the script.  This I did, allowing me to reflect on and record progress, 
particularly with regard to the structuring.   
 
In developing this journal method, I was cognizant of the need for plentiful  
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data (see 3.2 CRITERIA USED IN DEVELOPMENT OF MODEL).  I applied the notion of 
“crystallization”.  That is, the notion of providing of a variety of angles and sources 
from which to accumulate data, as recommended by Laurel Richardson (2000), 
Valerie Janesick (2000) and others.  With the need to make this provision in mind, I 
employed three journals, recording different aspects of the writing process.  The 
first journal I called the Structural Journal.  This was an account of the way in which 
the evolving script structure conformed, or otherwise, to the Paradigm.  It was 
designed to attempt to provide an objective and clinical assessment of how the 
Paradigm was being applied. 
 
Initially I looked to design a specific timetable for this ‘suspension of practice’ which 
would ensure time for the reflecting and recording activities, and also not disrupt 
nor compromise the normal practice of writing.  However, in the event, I found 
appropriate moments for suspension of practice suggested themselves.  For 
example, there were moments in the writing process where I recognized that I had 
reached a point that equated exactly with an element of the Paradigm.  One such 
moment was when I finished writing the sequence where Steve, the main character, 
has the accident that sets his ‘journey’ in motion.  This moment equates to the 
Disturbance element of the Paradigm (see APPENDIX Item 2: Journals).  This point 
presented an ideal opportunity to pause my practice and reflect.  I found this 
‘organic’ approach more effective than trying to impose a prescribed timetable. 
 
The second journal I called a Writer’s Journal.  This was a more subjective record, an 
account of how I, as a practitioner, felt about the script’s progress, particularly in 
story terms.  How I felt it was evolving.  That is, an instinctive assessment, based on 
my experience as a scriptwriter.  This thought process was in keeping with authentic 
practice (the significance of which is detailed in 3.2).  Writing is an inexact science, 
and in the final analysis writers have only their creative intuition with which to assess 
how a piece is developing.  Kemmis and McTaggart acknowledge this ‘intuition’ as 
being “the values, intentions and judgments of the practitioner” (53).   
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 In this second journal I subjectively assessed as practitioner, the value of the 
Paradigm in this particular piece of practice.  In doing this I was aware of the notion 
of a data “audit trail” (see 3.2) - as far as possible I sought to detail why I felt the way 
I did about the script’s progress and the structural Paradigm’s contribution to that 
progress.  How I came to feel the way I did about it.   
 
I decided on a timetable of set intervals for updating this journal, these intervals 
occurring every couple of days spent on the script.  The fact there may not 
necessarily have been any change in my feeling toward how the script was going at 
each such interval, was in itself a comment on how I intuited the script was 
progressing. 
 
My original intention was to employ just these two journals.  However my decision to 
employ an inductive approach to analyzing my collected data, specifically Lincoln 
and Guba’s Constant Comparison Method (described in 3.2), and the consequent 
need for broad and plentiful data, resulted in my deciding to add a third journal.  
This journal, a Schedule and Logistics Journal, was, as the name suggests, a record of 
the writing schedule and other straight logistical data relating to the script’s 
evolution.  It provided for the incorporation into the data another angle on the 
writing process. 
 
    3.112  PEER ASSESSMENT 
 
Having designed this Journal element, I was also cognizant of the ongoing need for 
crystallization in my research.  For this reason I adopted a second method of data 
collection, Peer Assessment.  This method, called Peer Debriefing by, among others, 
Erlandson et al, is described by them as a tool,  
 
    …which builds credibility by allowing a peer who is a professional  
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     outside the context and who has some general understanding of the  
     study, to analyse materials, test working hypotheses and emerging  
     designs, and listen to the researcher’s ideas and concerns. (54).  
 
Lincoln and Guba also commend its use, describing it as “an effective way of shoring 
up credibility, providing methodological guidance, and serving as a cathartic 
outlet”.  (55)  
 
Once more, this method was in keeping with actual practice.  Scripts do not tend to 
be developed in total isolation.  They go to producers, readers, assessors, script 
editors etc, and notes in one form or another are directed back to the writer.  That is, 
they are assessed by peers.       
 
Two people who fitted the definition of peer assessor were my supervisor Geoff 
Portmann and his fellow lecturer, Carol Williams.  We discussed the nature of the 
feedback they would give me in the course of my writing the script, and we agreed it 
should be in the form of the kind of notes they would give a writer in normal 
practice.  Designing the Peer Assessment element this way meant the feedback I 
received not only provided me with data, but also ensured that the data was 
provided as it would be in the course of actual practice.  The validity of the decision 
to include this feedback is further reinforced by consideration of the fact that the 
supervisors’ input would influence the project anyway, so therefore that input should 
be recorded as part of the research. 
 
Once more with the notion of crystallization in mind, I engaged another peer 
assessor as well, again one with both an understanding of my research imperatives 
and an expertise in scriptwriting.  But, with a view to providing myself with another 
angle from which to receive input, this third assessor was someone from outside the 
academy.  The person I engaged was Cory Taylor who, as well as being an Awgie-
winning, practising scriptwriter, was also in the process of completing a doctorate in 
36 
 
a film-related discipline.  Her input offered me a more specifically craft-based 
perspective.   
 
 
3.12 DATA-ANALYSIS ELEMENT 
 
CONSTANT COMPARISON METHOD 
 
Constant Comparison Method is defined and its application described in 3.2 
CRITERIA USED IN DEVELOPMENT OF MODEL. 
 
 
3.2 CRITERIA USED IN DEVELOPMENT OF MODEL 
 
The development of my Methodological Model was undertaken with two key criteria 
in mind: 
 
 1.  That the model fit with actual practice. 
 
2. That the model have the capacity to yield up the data needed for 
analysis.    
 
 
1.  That the Model fit with actual practice 
 
Robyn Stewart argues the importance of having the Model “fit” with the actual 
practice.  She contends that “formalizing practice as research will destroy creativity, 
encumber practice and deny the role of intuition, serendipity and spontaneity” (56).   
 
Rather than forcing rigid models onto practice, she argues that there should be an 
amalgam of procedures, and in examining research methods and developing a 
37 
 
model, reflective practitioners must be able to “make a fit between the model 
selected and the particular paradigm under investigation” (57).  In other words, 
develop a model that will suit the subject of the research but not obtrude into or 
disturb the authenticity of the actual practice.   
 
How then do reflective practitioners develop such a model?  The answer is, by 
reference to their own experience of their creative practice.  As Stewart contends, 
“To be an aware, knowledgeable and articulate practitioner is surely an enabling 
paradigm” (58).  In saying this, she is adding to what Kemmis and McTaggart, Schon, 
Smith, de Freitas and others have argued - that the practitioner is the person most 
knowledgeable about, experienced in, and intimately acquainted with, their 
practice and therefore manifestly “enabled” to research it. 
 
As a result, I believe I am justified in contending that, as an “aware, knowledgeable 
and articulate”, as well as highly industry-experienced, practitioner, I am “enabled” 
to assess whether or not my model fitted with my practice.  My assessment is, that it 
did.  Furthermore, I believe the fact the data for this study was successfully gathered 
while at the same time the piece of practice in question (the writing of the script) was 
also able to be successfully undertaken, suggests this assessment is correct and my 
model did indeed fit with my practice.  
 
 
  2.  The capacity of the Model to yield up the data needed for analysis
 
Having developed a Model that fits with practice, I was also of course aware of the 
reason for developing the Model in the first place.  That is, to gather data.  Obviously 
there is no point having a Model that works within practice if it does not have the 
capacity to yield up the research data needed on that practice.  I considered this 
second criterion in terms of two data-gathering imperatives: 
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1. The type of data needed for the specific analysis method 
 
2.   The trustworthiness of this data   
   
 
    1.  The type of data needed for the specific analysis method  
 
An inductive approach, allowing what is important in the data to in effect reveal itself 
through the practice, rather than grouping data into predetermined categories, 
appeared the most appropriate approach.  Lincoln and Guba’s (by their 
acknowledgement refined from earlier work by Glaser and Strauss [1967]) Constant 
Comparison Method appeared a particularly appropriate inductive approach, and it 
is the one adopted for this study.  Taylor and Bogdan define this method as a process 
by which,  
 
    …the researcher simultaneously codes and analyses data in order to  
    develop concepts.  By continually comparing specific incidents in the  
    data, the researcher refines these concepts, identifies their properties,  
    explores their relationships to one another, and integrates them into a  
    coherent theory. (59). 
   
Maykut and Moorehouse further define it as a process by which,  
 
    Hypotheses are not generated priori and thus the relevant variables for  
    data collection are not predetermined.  The data are not grouped  
    according to predetermined categories.  Rather, what becomes important  
    to analyse emerges from the data itself, out of a process of inductive  
    reasoning. (60)   
 
Further, they observe that,  
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     As in all research, the question one poses for study suggests the kind of  
    data that are necessary or potentially useful in trying to answer the  
    question. (61). 
 
Two requisites of data to be collected for this method of analysis would therefore 
seem to suggest themselves.  One, to take Maykut and Moorehouse’s second point 
first, is that the data be focused on the research question.  In the case of my project, 
this meant the data had to be distilled from the process of attempting to apply the 
Paradigm to the practice of writing a script.   
 
The second requisite was that the data should be broad and plentiful.  That is, that 
there be plenty to sift through.  If my findings were going to be yielded up from the 
data without reference to any predetermined assumptions or categories, that data 
would need to be as comprehensive as possible, giving me the widest range and 
quality of data to analyse.  In saying this, obviously the intention was not to be 
indiscriminate.  The data still had to be restricted by the first requirement, that is, it 
had to relate to the research question. 
 
 
Journals 
 
The use of the three parallel objective/subjective journals can be seen to fulfill these 
two requirements, providing data focused specifically on the piece of practice at the 
heart of the study, and ensuring that data was plentiful and varied.  Taylor and 
Bogdan commend the use of journals as one of the sources of data to be used in the 
process of what they call “Discovery”.  That is, the process by which “researchers 
gradually make sense of what they are studying by combining insight and intuition 
with an intimate familiarity with the data” (62).  This “discovery” notion can be seen  
to be in keeping with the inductive nature of the Constant Comparison Method of 
40 
 
analysis.   
 
Most significantly, Lincoln and Guba themselves consider the journal a valuable tool 
for gathering the kind of data needed.  They describe them as “introspective 
journals that display the investigator’s mind process, philosophical position, and the 
bases of decisions about the enquiry” (63).  They recommend the use of three 
journals - a Schedule and Logistics Diary for recording the daily progress of the 
study; a Personal Diary providing an opportunity for catharsis, reflection on what is 
happening in terms of the researcher’s own values and interests, and for speculation 
about growing insights; and a Methodological Diary in which methodological 
decisions and accompanying rationales are recorded.   
 
The three journals employed in this study were specifically designed to tally closely 
in nature to these and so maximize the potential for gathering exactly the kind of 
data Lincoln and Guba recommend for their own analysis method.  Accommodating 
as it also does the requisites of crystallization, this three-journal model appears to 
have been highly appropriate. 
 
 
Peer Assessment 
 
With regard to Peer Assessment, Maykut and Moorehouse, and Taylor and Bogdan 
all recommend what they call “Peer Debriefing”, as a valuable tool for gathering the 
kind of data needed.  In doing so, they concur with Lincoln and Guba who define it 
as “systematically talking through research experiences, findings, and decisions 
with noninvolved professional peers” (64).  They identify three purposes, these 
being, to help keep the researcher “honest” in terms of bias; to provide an initial 
and searching opportunity to test working hypotheses; to provide an opportunity for 
catharsis thereby clearing the researcher’s mind of emotion and feelings that may 
be clouding good judgment.  Combining these three purposes would make for a fine 
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definition of a good script editor or producer, the kind one would look to work with 
in actual script development - again, confirmation of the extent to which this tool fits 
with actual practice.            
 
 
Other Methods 
 
While all these researchers recommend the use of Journals and Peer Assessment in 
the gathering of data for Constant Comparison Method analysis, they also 
recommend a number of other methods, three of which (briefly defined here from 
Erlandson et al) were appropriate to this study and which are subsequently referred 
to in the examination of the second data-gathering imperative, The trustworthiness 
of this data: 
 
Triangulation - establishment of a number of points from which data is  
    accumulated (referred to in this study as  
    crystallization).  
Thick Description - broad and detailed description of data incidents.  
Audit Trail - a trail the auditor of the study can follow to determine  
           that the conclusion, outcomes etc of the study can be  
           traced to their source and that they are the product of the  
           inquiry.  (65)  
 
 
    2.  The trustworthiness of this data 
 
When considering this second data-gathering imperative, I referred to Erlandson et 
al who identify four elements of trustworthiness, adapted from Lincoln and Guba, for 
assessing trustworthiness of data gathered.  These are: 
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 Credibility - “confidence in the truth of the findings”. 
 Transferability - “the extent to which (the study’s) findings can be  
       applied in other contexts or with other      
       respondents”. 
 Dependability - “evidence that if (the study) were replicated with the  
same or similar respondents in the same [or similar] context, 
its findings would be replicated ie consistency”. 
 Confirmability - “degree to which the findings are the product of (the  
study) focus and not the biases of the researcher”.  
 (66) 
 
They then assess a number of data-gathering methods in terms of these elements.  
Journals rate strongly in all four elements, an assessment supported by Lincoln and 
Guba.  Peer Assessment however is assessed as valuable only in only one element, 
Credibility.  Again, Lincoln and Guba concur, describing it, in terms of its 
trustworthiness, only as “a system of useful checks and balances” (67). 
 
Therefore, while the Journals element of my Data-Gathering Element (incorporating 
as it does the three forms of Reflective Journal that Lincoln and Guba recommend) 
appeared sufficiently well-designed to generate trustworthy data, the Peer 
Assessment element, to begin with, was less adequate in this area.  Its 
trustworthiness as a data-gathering tool needed to be strengthened in terms of 
Transferability, Dependability and Confirmability.   
 
In deliberating on how to do this, I considered Erlandson et al’s assessment of the 
three ‘additional’ research methods already mentioned, these being 
Triangulation/Crystallization, Thick Description and Audit Trail.  Though none of 
them ‘scored’ in all four elements of trustworthiness, all scored in at least one each.  I 
therefore considered the option of including all three alongside Journals and Peer 
Assessment as distinct components of a five-element data-gathering model.   
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I decided against this however, as I believed the demands of servicing too many 
distinct elements would impinge on and disrupt the practice itself.  As well, the 
Journals element already incorporated all three. Rather I looked to incorporate the 
functions of these other methods into my Peer Assessment element and so increase 
its trustworthiness ‘rating’.  Triangulation/ Crystallization was incorporated through 
the enlisting of three, rather than a smaller sample of, peer assessors.  Audit Trail 
was incorporated by my ensuring there was a tangible, ‘auditable’ trail, with 
feedback from peer assessors in written form and notes made of any face-to-face 
meetings or other contact (see APPENDIX Item 3: Peer Assessment Notes).  This 
detailed data recording also contributed to the Thick Description function. 
 
In terms of trustworthiness of data, the data-gathering tools I developed may 
therefore be summarized this way: 
 
JOURNALS - intrinsically strong in trustworthiness, possessed of all four 
trustworthiness elements ie Credibility, Transferability, Dependability 
and Confirmability. 
 
PEER ASSESSMENT - intrinsically strong only in Credibility.  Functions 
of other data-gathering methods Triangulation/Crystallization, Thick 
Description and Audit Trail therefore incorporated to improve 
Transferability, Dependability and Confirmability.   
 
 
3.3  METHODOLOGY: CONCLUSION 
 
I believe the Methodological Model I developed and adopted reflects the 
“bricoleau” (quilt-making) approach to qualitative research that Denzin and Lincoln 
(2003) commend.  As they contend, “The practices of qualitative inquiry turn the 
researcher into a methodological (and epistemological) bricoleur” (68).  That is, 
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qualitative researchers should be willing to incorporate into their methodology a 
variety of approaches, methods and perspectives in undertaking their research.     
In constructing a Methodological Model, I considered and assessed elements of 
qualitative research and naturalistic inquiry, and designed a model that effectively 
and specifically suited my study.  An example of the kind of design decision made, 
was my decision to incorporate into my Peer Assessment element, the functions of 
other data-gathering methods - Triangulation/Crystallization, Audit Trail, Thick 
Description - while rejecting as inappropriate other methods such as Persistent 
Observation and Interview.  This decision, as was the case with all the 
methodological decisions made in this study, was reached based on the element’s 
appropriateness in terms of “fit” with my practice and the data-gathering 
requirements of the study.   
 
This model successfully accommodated the inductive nature of the data analysis 
process, and reflected a multi-methodological, bricoleur approach which fitted 
appropriately and effectively with qualitative research in general, and specifically 
with my study. 
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 4.0  PRESENTATION OF DATA 
 
This study has generated three primary sources from which the data for analysis has 
been drawn.  These sources are attached as the following APPENDIX items: 
 
 Appendix Item 1:  Feature Film Script THE ARM THAT DOES THE  
                                              HARM 
 
 Appendix Item 2:  Journals - Structural Journal 
         Writer’s Journal 
         Schedule and Logistics Journal 
 
 Appendix Item 3:  Peer Assessment Notes 
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 5.0  ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 
 
The goal in analyzing the gathered data was to identify key story-related ‘Issues’ 
arising from the writing of the script, and track them through the course of the 
script’s development.  These Issues were in effect blocks of decisive (in terms of the 
story being realized) script-related problems, challenges, necessities etc that arose 
in the course of creating the script, coded together according to their similarity in 
nature.  One such Issue (see 5.2 Step 2: CODE DATA ITEMS) for example, was 
Character, consisting of problems, challenges etc related to the creation and 
realization of the story’s characters.  Some Issues, I presumed, would arise in the 
early stages, to be resolved as the process went on.  Others might arise as the script 
evolved.  Others might possibly remain ‘current’ throughout. 
 
My strategy was to assess the extent to which these crucial Issues were dealt 
with in the course of the script’s development, and the extent to which 
employing the Paradigm helped to deal with them.  That is, as per my research 
question, the extent to which the Paradigm was of use in the writing process.   
 
This assessment then formed the basis of 6.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS.      
 
As mentioned previously, I employed an inductive approach to analyzing my 
collected data, specifically the Constant Comparison Method detailed in Lincoln & 
Guba (1985) and dealt with also by Taylor & Bogdan (1984).  The four-step process I 
employed in performing my analysis was distilled from these two sources.   
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 FOUR-STEP PROCESS FOR ANALYSING DATA 
 
 Step 1:  Read Field Notes - 
Identify Data Items, these being specific terms,  
 observations, impressions etc recorded in my field notes,  
 from which were identified the problems, challenges,  
 necessities etc which arose in the scripting process. 
 
 Step 2:  Code Data Items - 
  Code Data Items into categories which then constituted the     
  key Issues. 
 
 Step 3:  Analyse Issues -  
    Analyse the Issues, looking specifically to identify the  
  Paradigm’s usefulness in addressing them.  
 
 Step 4:  Write the Findings and Conclusions - 
     Document what was discovered regarding the Paradigm’s  
   usefulness.  That is, answer my research question. 
      
 
5.1  Step 1:  READ FIELD NOTES
   
“Field notes” for this study consisted of the journals kept, as well as the notes from 
peer assessment feedback.  These materials were read and re-read, with notes 
being made of any specific terms, observations, impressions, reflections etc which 
appeared.  These are referred to as Data Items.   
 
In order to establish the comparative importance of each Data Item, I recorded how 
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often each occurred.  I also recorded at what stage in the script’s development each 
occurred.  This allowed me to track each Item’s fluctuating significance to the script.  
Effectively this worked as a weighting system.   
 
In order to facilitate this ‘tracking’ function, I divided the scripting process into six 
stages, accompanying numbers representing the number of references made to 
each item: 
 
Stage 1:  First Draft - consisting of Data Items from journal entries for the 
period up to completion of the first draft.   
 
 Plan (element of Paradigm)  3 
 Climax (element of Paradigm)  3 
 Crisis (element of Paradigm)  2 
 Excessive length of the script  2 
 Need to make story as based in reality as possible  2 
 Need to take the audience into the ‘world’ of the story  2 
 Need for the story to be character-driven  2 
Need to make clear whose story it is  2 
Sub-stories (element of Paradigm)  1 
 Need for the Steve/Benny relationship to be clear  1 
 Need for Steve’s motives to be clear  1 
 Focus on Steve’s story  1 
 Theme of corrupting influence of money  1 
 Turning Point (element of Paradigm)  1 
  
 
            Resolution(element of Paradigm)  1 
 Need to start the story quicker  1 
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Stage 2:  Second Draft - consisting of Data Items from journal entries for the 
period from completion of the first draft to completion of the second draft.   
 
Incorporation of too many sub-stories  7  
Excessive length of the script  4 
Over-use of Benny’s reporting as a device  3 
Excessive dialogue  2 
Need to make clear whose story it is  2 
Need for Steve’s motives to be clear  2 
Focus on Steve’s story  2 
Turning Point (element of Paradigm)  1 
Need to make story as based in reality as possible  1 
 Need to take the audience into the ‘world’ of the story  1 
 
Stage 3:  First Round of Peer Assessment - consisting of Data Items from 
peer assessment notes and journal entries for the period from the first round of peer 
assessment to the beginning of the third draft. 
 
Need for Steve/Benny’s relationship to be clear  7 
Need for Steve’s motives to be clear  3 
Need for the story to be character-driven  2 
Need to make clear whose story it is  2 
Quicker set-up of characters  1  
Need to start the story quicker  1 
 
Need to take the audience into the ‘world’ of the story  1 
Theme of corrupting influence of money  1 
 
Stage 4:  Third Draft and Second Round of Peer Assessment - consisting of 
Data Items from peer assessment notes and journal entries for the period of writing 
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the third draft and receiving peer assessment feedback on it. 
 
Need for Steve/Benny’s relationship to be clear  3 
Reduced dialogue effective  1 
Need to make clear whose story it is  1 
Need for Steve’s motives to be clear  1 
Excessive length of the script  1 
Need to start the story quicker  1 
Need for the story to be character-driven  1 
Need for characters to be real  1 
Theme of corrupting influence of money  1 
Theme of father/daughter relationship  1 
 
Stage 5:  Fourth Draft and Third Round of Peer Assessment - consisting of 
Data Items from peer assessment notes and journal entries for the period of writing 
the fourth draft and receiving peer assessment on it. 
 
Need to make clear whose story it is  5 
Excessive length of the script  3 
Need to start the story quicker  3 
Focus on Steve’s story  2 
Characters not differentiated enough  2 
Need to develop Steve/Tamsin’s relationship  2 
 
Over-use of Benny’s reporting as a device  2 
Theme of corrupting influence of money  1 
Theme of family relationships  1 
Incorporation of too many sub-stories  1 
Need to incorporate more sub-text in scenes  1 
Need to make story as based in reality as possible  1 
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Stage 6  Fifth Draft and Fourth Round of Peer Assessment - consisting of 
Data Items from peer assessment notes and journal entries for the period of writing 
the fifth draft and receiving peer assessment on it. 
 
Need to develop Steve/Tamsin’s relationship  2 
Need to incorporate more sub-text in scenes  2 
Need for Steve’s motives to be clear  1 
Need to make clear whose story it is  1 
Focus on Steve’s story  1 
Need to develop Mrs G’s character  1 
Need to develop Dr Dunlevy’s character  1 
Over-use of Benny’s reporting as a device  1 
Incorporation of too many sub-stories  1 
Script length and time starting story improved  1 
 
 
5.2  Step 2:  CODE DATA ITEMS  
 
The field notes having been distilled, the resultant Data Items were then coded into 
categories.  These categories then comprised the key script-related Issues.  As per 
the nature of an Inductive Approach, there were no pre-conceived parameters for 
this categorizing.  Rather, the nature of the Issues manifested out of the data as it was 
sifted through, and Data Items with common characteristics were grouped together.   
 
Four Issues were identified: 
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     Issue 1 -  Structure
   This Issue manifested out of the following Data Items: 
    Plan 
    Incorporation of too many sub-stories 
    Turning point 
    Crisis 
    Climax 
    Resolution 
    Quicker set-up of characters 
    Excessive length of script 
    Need to start story quicker 
    Incorporation of too many sub-plots 
Over-use of Benny’s reporting as a device  
    Excessive dialogue 
 
       Issue 2 - Character
   This Issue manifested out of the following Data Items: 
    Need for the Steve/Benny relationship to be clear 
    Need for Steve’s motives to be clear 
    Need for the story to be character-driven 
    Need for the characters to be real 
    Characters not differentiated enough 
    Focus on Steve’s story 
Need for more sub-text in scenes 
                    Need to develop Steve/Tamsin’s relationship 
    Need to develop Mrs G’s character 
    Need to develop Dr Dunlevy’s character  
 
      Issue 3 -  Situation
   This Issue manifested out of the following Data Items: 
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    Need to make story as based in reality as possible 
    Need to take the audience into the ‘world’ of the  
                                                story 
 
     Issue 4 -  Theme
   This Issue manifested out of the following Data Items: 
    Theme of corrupting influence of money 
    Theme of father/daughter relationship 
    Theme of family relationships    
 
That the first two Issues arose could perhaps be considered inevitable, given the aim 
of this study.  Structure, obviously, is the focal subject of it, while Character, as 
discussed in 2.2 LITERATURE REVIEW, is an element widely considered to be 
sufficiently fundamental to storytelling that structure should not be analysed in 
isolation from it.  The other two Issues, however arose in the course of the practice.   
 
In considering these second two Issues, Situation and Theme, it could be argued that 
both, Theme in particular, are also sufficiently integral to storytelling that they too 
should have been recognised in this study from the beginning.  At the initial stages 
however, the relationship between Structure and these two Issues appeared far less 
inter-dependent than that between Structure and Character.  And so, in fact, it 
proved in this study, as will be seen.  Neither had as significant a relationship with 
Structure as Character did, and so were less consequential to this study.  However so 
significant were the number of references to their constituent Data Items in the field 
notes, that they clearly represented a major influence on the script.  A  
comprehensive analysis of the script therefore required that they be included.      
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5.3  Step 3:  ANALYSE ISSUES  
 
The key Issues having been identified, they were then analysed with the aim of 
determining the extent to which they were or were not addressed by the Paradigm.  
This analysis then formed the basis of this study’s final assessment of the Paradigm. 
 
My analysis of the Issues was based around the weighting system ie the number of 
references made to each data item in the field notes, I employed.  This system 
facilitated an assessment of the significance of each Issue in terms of the scripting 
process as a whole.  An assessment of the significance of each Issue to each Stage of 
the script, based on the number of references made to it at each Stage, was also 
facilitated.  This second weighting function allowed me to track Issues through the 
course of the script’s development.  That is, to track the extent to which Issues 
remained ‘current’ or otherwise.  In other words, whether or not, and at what Stage, 
they were ‘dealt with’ by application of the Paradigm.                 
 
 Issue 1 -  Structure  This Issue related directly to the structuring of the story 
and can be seen to have manifested from two distinct sets of Data Items - Items 
relating directly to elements of the Paradigm; and Items relating to length of the 
script. 
 
Elements of the Paradigm  
 
References to Balance (including Data Items dealing with the need to start the story 
earlier), Plan, Sub-plots, Turning Point, Climax, Crisis and Resolution all featured 
among the Data Items.  All six are, of course, elements of the Paradigm itself and in 
fact do constitute the bulk of the Paradigm. 
 
What would seem to be highly significant is that Stage 1 is the only Stage at which 
these references, that is, to the Paradigm as a whole, are made.  Turning Point is 
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referred to only briefly in Stage 2, and though Balance and Sub-plots are referred to 
throughout the Stages, these ongoing references relate more to those two elements’ 
individual effects on script length than to the Paradigm as a whole.    
 
The conclusion would appear to be that it was at this first Stage, the Stage at which 
the story is being realized for the first time, that the Paradigm as a whole was most 
explicitly employed.  The specific value of the Paradigm as a whole at this Stage was 
in helping generate story momentum.  In both the Structural and Writer’s Journals, 
numerous references are made to the Paradigm’s value in this regard.  As early as 
27/3/05, I noted in the Structural Journal that the early stages of the story were taking 
a long time to unfold.  On 29/3/05 I noted the Paradigm’s value as a “beacon” – a 
source of reference points toward which the story could be ‘aimed’.  Character and 
other factors may have dictated that the movement toward these points was slow, but 
having them as beacons to work toward did help ensure forward momentum was 
occurring.  My 13/4/05 entry in the Structural Journal where I note the need to get to 
the Disturbance, and my 27/4/05 entry in the Writer’s Journal where I note the need 
to move forward to the Plan, are examples of how the Paradigm as a whole was 
useful to me as a tool of reference at this early stage of scripting.                  
 
The fact that Data Items referring to the Paradigm as a whole and to most of its 
elements did not appear in subsequent Stages, suggests it was applied beneficially.  
That is, applying the Paradigm to the script’s structure early in its development, 
helped ensure that structure was sufficiently sound not to need to be dealt with 
further at subsequent Stages.   
 
 
Script Length 
 
However, while matters regarding the underlying story may have been dealt with at 
this early Stage, structure-related Data Items continued to appear.  These ongoing 
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structural problems related to the script’s length.  The time taken to tell a story is a 
product both of the kind of story it is and the way it is told, that is, largely, the way it 
is structured.   The fact was, the early drafts of this script were simply too long for the 
kind of story being told.  The soundness of the underlying structure was being 
compromised by the length of time being taken to realise that structure in script. 
 
Significantly, references to this problem constituted the most frequent Data Items in 
the middle Stages.  My journal and peer assessment notes confirm that both my peer 
assessors and I were aware of the problem, and that two particular aspects of the 
script were causing the difficulties.  These were - the time being taken at the very 
beginning to set the story up; and the number of sub-stories that had developed.  
These two aspects corresponded to the Paradigm elements Balance and Sub-stories.  
The journals also confirm I was looking to apply the Paradigm to try to help address 
this problem.  My Structural Journal note of 27/3/05 confirms that I was aware the 
Balance element was taking a long time to be realized and that I was also aware, via 
reference to the Paradigm, that I should be pushing on to the next stage, the 
Disturbance.      
 
Put simply, the story was taking too long getting started.  Too much time was being 
spent establishing the ‘world’ and the characters before the essential conflict of the 
story was engaged.  Reference to the Paradigm assisted in identifying this problem 
and also in ensuring that, as cuts in the Balance were made, the needs of later story 
elements were not sacrificed.  That is, where incidents were cut, for example, at the 
beginning of the story, any material crucial to subsequent story action was retained 
or compensated for.  For example, in early drafts, there was a match-fixing Sub-
story.  The removal of this story significantly reduced the amount of Balance time, 
but also had the effect of diminishing James’ motivation to later coerce Steve to throw 
the match.  As this action by James was crucial to the main story, being in fact the 
beginning of the Crisis phase, its loss had to be compensated for.  It was, with 
James’s motivation becoming more of an internal, character-driven dynamic.           
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 Decisions to cut the match-fixing story, a small story involving Benny and Mrs G, and 
to reduce the Benny’s school assignment story, were all taken not because the 
stories didn’t work or were at odds with the main story, but to address the over-
length problem.   
 
In fact, all those stories interweaved with and helped drive the main story.  
Removing and reducing them became an exercise in unpicking them from the main 
story, while maintaining the narrative integrity of that main story.  As I note in my 
24/4/06 Writer’s Journal entry, this editing process was, “both painful as I’ve seen 
characters and incidents I’ve invested effort and ‘self’ in, eradicated; and liberating 
as I’ve seen the script come down toward manageable length, while retaining story 
shape and theme”.   
 
Reference to the Paradigm helped significantly with keeping the main story on track 
during this cutting process by, as mentioned, helping me as the writer to keep in 
sight the subsequent story elements which were dependent on, or set up by, 
narrative incidents earlier in the script.  The value of the Paradigm to me throughout 
the editing process, is summed up in my Structural Journal note of 23/2/06, “Through 
this process [editing], reference to the Paradigm has helped me keep the demands 
of the main story in mind – the fact that, while jettisoning Sub-stories etc, the 
narrative must also retain those story beats upon which later story elements rely.  
That is, I mustn’t lose any material needed to set up, for example, the Crisis”.  The 
Paradigm-influenced structure of the underlying story informed the cutting process, 
ensuring the cuts that were made did not compromise the integrity of the overall 
structure.  Effectively, references to the Paradigm helped me keep in mind and 
service the cause and effect nature of story-telling - that what is set up must be paid 
off, and that any pay-off must have a set-up. 
 
Data Items referring to the problem of script length diminished as the scripting 
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process went on, to the point where, by Stage 6, there was only a single reference to 
it.  This would seem to suggest the problem was addressed effectively.   
 
 
Issue 2 -  Character  This Issue related to the realizing of the story’s 
characters, especially the main character, Steve; their relationships; and the extent 
to which they drive the story.  Interestingly, Data Items relating to this Issue were 
most prevalent through the middle Stages of scripting, same as were those relating 
to script length.   
 
In fact, Data Items out of which the Character Issue manifested can be seen to have 
arisen largely from the script length problem.  Several sub-stories, though 
integrated with the main story, generated a lot of action related exclusively to those 
sub-stories.  That is, not directly impacting on the main story.  In some cases 
characters were deflected from the main story to focus on their own sub-narratives.  
The effect was a distraction from, or diluting of, focus from the main story and the 
main characters. 
 
With a basic story idea, I had allowed the characters to take the story where they 
would (as I outlined in my Structural Journal note of 27/3/05).  However, despite the 
character-driven nature of the resulting sub-stories, quite simply, too much narrative 
material had been generated.  Somewhat ironically, the narrative overall threatened 
to become too incident-driven, too dependent on the intricacies of the story and not 
on the nature of the characters, because of my having allowed the characters to ‘run’ 
and evolve as they might.  The story was being taken on some ultimately 
unnecessary tangents and the editing process was largely about shedding those 
tangents.  The resultant paring back of the amount of sub-plot turned the focus back 
onto the main story (that is, Steve’s story) and the main characters.  As this editing 
process, informed by reference to the Paradigm, went on and excess plot was 
stripped away and the action became less ‘cluttered’, the characters’ motives and 
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actions became more clearly the drivers of the story.  The result was a story that 
grew more out of who they were and how they reacted, than from happenstances of 
plot.  In other words, the plot became more character-driven rather than the 
characters being plot-driven, a development which greatly benefited this particular  
script.  
 
Reference to the Paradigm proved useful in dealing with this Issue, in the same way 
it proved valuable in dealing with Issue 1- Structure.  That is, as mentioned, it helped 
me keep in sight the subsequent story elements which were dependent on, or set up 
by, narrative incidents earlier in the script. 
   
Though Character Issue-related Data Items continued to appear right into Stage 6, 
the number relating to the main characters diminished considerably, suggesting 
they had largely been dealt with.  It is interesting to note though that it was at this 
late Stage that Items began to appear in the Peer Assessment feedback (see 
APPENDIX Item 3: Peer Assessment Notes), relating to the reduced presence, as a 
result of the editing process, of some of the minor characters.  This can be seen as an 
example of the problem writers face in ‘balancing’ a story between main and minor 
characters.  The cutting of the match-fixing story certainly diminished the scope of 
Mrs G’s character, for example.  As this character was a favourite of at least one Peer 
Assessor, this action was seen by that Assessor as regrettable.  However, as a 
knowledgeable practitioner, I realised it was the right decision for the story.  [This 
situation can also perhaps be seen as a vindication of Lincoln and Guba’s warning 
not to be too influenced by peers. (69)]                                       
 
 
Issue 3 -  Situation  This Issue manifested out of Data Items relating to the 
‘world’, the reality, in which the story took place.  To a large extent these Items were 
concerned with the style and genre of the piece.  The script is a comedy which, 
though the story turns on a ‘magical’ incident, must remain as firmly based in reality 
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as possible in order for the fall-out from this incident to work.  It is not, for example, 
a screwball comedy although it exhibits elements of that genre.  As well, part of the 
audience appeal lies in taking the audience into the world of the national cricket 
team.  Therefore the more authentic the depiction of this world and the characters 
inhabiting it, the more effective would be the story’s appeal.  It was essential 
therefore that the world of the story and the situations depicted in it were made to 
seem as real as possible.   
 
While style and genre concerns were of import to the script and were addressed, 
they were not directly connected to structure and this Issue was little influenced by 
the Paradigm.   
 
 
Issue 4 -  Theme  This Issue related to the theme of the story, its nature and 
the way in which it was realised in the script. 
 
For such an important aspect of storytelling (to paraphrase Coral Drouyn, if structure 
is the skeleton of the story, then theme is the soul), very few Data Items appeared 
referring to it.  Certainly it was not overlooked, so the conclusion can be drawn that 
it was dealt with quite effectively throughout.   
 
Most references to it appear in the mid Stages, coinciding with Items regarding 
making the family relationships clearer.  This clarity was essential to the story as it 
was via the actions these relationships inspired in Steve, such as his temptation to 
accept James’s offer, that the theme of the corrupting influence of money was 
realized.  However it was at these Stages also that considerable cutting of script 
length was going on, especially of Sub-stories, some of the content of which shed 
light on these crucial relationships.  Certainly at the time, I was concerned that the 
loss of these sub-narratives could have the potential to make the theme less clear.   
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However, the shedding of material such as the Benny/Mrs G story which has  
been mentioned, actually had the effect of locating Steve and his story more 
centrally to the narrative.  As I mention in my 29/3/06 Writer’s Journal note, it hurt to 
take that material out but this refinement of focus onto Steve’s story benefitted the 
script as a whole and the less cluttered narrative helped realise the theme.   
 
Also lost was a sub-story regarding player corruption which also strongly 
manifested the theme.  I recorded my concern at the possible loss of this sub-story in 
my Structural Journal note of 3/9/05.  However, once again, as was the case overall 
with the editing process, the cutting of this narrative material ultimately benefitted 
the story.  It did so by forcing me to make Steve’s story the exclusive vehicle for 
realizing the theme.  As later drafts were written, those Sub-stories that were 
retained, for example the small mystery of the significance of Deux Reveurs, were 
focused clearly on helping motivate Steve’s actions.  And, through his actions, 
realising the theme.  The result was a strengthening of this story and a clearer 
focusing on it as the main story of the script.  I noted this refinement of focus in my 
Structural Journal entry of 23/2/06.  
 
The non-appearance of theme-related Items in the later stages of the scripting 
process, suggests they were effectively dealt with.  
 
Interestingly, here and there, Peer Assessors referred to the family relationship as a 
theme in itself.  I don’t believe it was ever a theme as such, but certainly it was at the 
heart of the way the theme of the corrupting influence of money was explored, and 
hence the attention paid to it in the writing process. 
 
Overall, the Paradigm can be seen to have had no direct influence on defining the 
theme, which was established at the initial story stage before writing began, and 
remained unchanged throughout.  The Paradigm can however be seen to have had 
an indirect benefit to theme via its application during the paring process as 
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discussed in Issues 1 and 2.  As described in these two Issues, this application 
helped in the process of clearing away narrative clutter and in allowing the main 
story, characters and relationships to emerge more clearly.  Along with them also 
emerged more clearly, the theme.  
 
 
5.4  Step 4:  WRITING THE FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Having identified these four key Issues and analysed them in terms of the 
Paradigm’s usefulness in addressing them, the final step was to write the resulting 
findings and conclusions.  This step constitutes the final section of this study - 6.0 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS. 
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 6.0  FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION
 
 
6.1  FINDINGS 
 
The question this study addressed was:  
 
How useful a tool, in the process of developing story structure, 
is the Structural Paradigm in the  practice of writing a feature 
film script?   
 
 
Flowing from this main question, three sub-questions were posed -  
 
If it is useful - how?   
 
How does it work and benefit the actual writing  
process?   
 
And if it is not useful, in what ways does it fail? 
 
The Findings of this study will be presented as answers to these questions, working 
through the sub-questions, then addressing the main one. 
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1.  If the Paradigm is useful - how? 
 
The Paradigm did prove useful to the overall process of story structuring - that is, as 
defined in this study, it contributed to the quality of the structure and to the process 
the writer goes through to realize that structure.  Its value was most apparent at two 
particular stages of the process - the early story development stage and the editing 
stage.  Though I referred to the Paradigm, in keeping with the Methodology of this 
study, throughout the writing process, I found it less useful or applicable at other 
stages. 
 
 
2.  How does the Paradigm work and benefit the actual writing 
process?  
  
From this study, the Paradigm can be seen to work best as a reference tool, a guide 
that helps keep the script together as a story.  It can be seen, as mentioned, to be of 
most benefit at the initial structuring stage and again, perhaps even more so, at the 
editing stage. 
 
Regarding Initial Structuring:  At the beginning of the first draft stage (as recorded 
in my Journals), I had the basic story in mind, with the Disturbance, some Obstacles, 
some Sub-stories, the Crisis and Climax clear to me.  Other elements I was less 
certain about.  In other words, my story, though quite solid in precis, was not yet 
clear in its structural detail.  Where the Paradigm was valuable at this stage was in 
helping me keep in mind that these other elements, this structural detail, would 
need to be made clear. 
 
As I wrote the first draft, I certainly had this necessity in mind and was aware I 
needed to retain structure despite what became clear fairly early on, was going to 
be considerable over-length.  Although I allowed the story to flow where the 
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characters took it, the Paradigm helped keep me focused at all times on the need to 
maintain overall momentum.  Specific examples of this occur throughout my Journals 
where I note the need to keep the story “moving” and make reference to various 
elements of the Paradigm – Disturbance, Crisis, Plan, Climax, Resolution are all 
specifically mentioned – as “beacons” toward which the story direction could be 
oriented.  This orientation helped facilitate momentum.   
 
I believe this was a very effective use of the Paradigm, and the analysis of the 
relevant data would seem to confirm this.  This data is drawn from my Stage 1 
journals entries, and reflects the concerns I had at that Stage regarding the structure.  
However, as pointed out in 5.0 DATA ANALYSIS, almost no mention is made of 
specifically structural Data Items at subsequent story Stages, either by my Peer 
Assessors or me.  This almost complete disappearance of references to these Items 
as the scripting process went on, suggests the Structure Issue which manifested out 
of these early Items, was addressed successfully.  Application of the Paradigm can 
be seen to have contributed to that success. 
  
Regarding Editing:  The other function to which application of the Paradigm can be 
seen to be of benefit, is editing.  Early drafts of the script were far too long and 
significant cuts were made.  As described in 5.0, the Paradigm was significantly 
useful in helping keep in sight the essential structure that needed to be maintained 
through the cutting process.  Linda Seger’s point about all writing being re-writing, 
is a strong one.  To a large extent, the writing of this script was a process of 
considerable refining and editing.   
 
Reference to the Paradigm during this process provided an overview - a site map or, 
again, a series of “beacons” - of the story, helping to ensure any cuts made could be 
seen in terms of how they would affect the story as a whole.       
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3.  If the Paradigm is not useful, in what way does it fail?  
 
On the evidence of this study there would appear to be aspects of scriptwriting to 
which application of the Paradigm can be seen not to be specifically beneficial, 
namely the development and realization of Character and Theme.   
 
Regarding Character - As already mentioned (in my Journals and in 5.3 Step 3: 
ANALYSE ISSUES), I made a conscious decision, having a reasonably clear idea who 
my characters were and the situation into which I was putting them, to allow them to 
react to that situation without pre-ordained restriction and the story to evolve 
according to those reactions.  Interestingly I found, as I have before, that these 
reactions by my own characters can surprise me, and the directions they take the 
story in be unexpected.  As David Williamson has said, quoting David Mamet, if he 
isn’t surprised himself at how his stories evolve, he’ll never surprise the audience. 
(70)   
 
The result was a character-driven narrative.  Though there was a basic Paradigm-
informed structure in place at the beginning of this process, the Paradigm cannot be 
said to have informed the development of the characters.  In fact, the Paradigm’s 
story structure imperatives were suspended for the moment in favour of character 
impetus. 
 
Though the story ultimately benefited from this character-driven approach, that 
benefit was tempered initially by the problem of over-length.  The difficulty inherent 
in allowing characters to ‘run’, is in determining at what point to stop them.  In the 
case of this script, the problem manifested itself in the evolution of too many and too 
complex Sub-stories.  As previously described, reference to the Paradigm helped 
crucially in paring back this excess narrative.   
 
However, in the fundamental evolution and realization of the characters themselves 
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and their driving of the story, the Paradigm cannot be seen to have been specifically 
useful.  
 
Regarding Theme - Not only in the case of this script, but in storytelling in general, 
theme can be seen to exist on a different plane from the other script elements, 
certainly from structure.  It is what the story is about, not the way it is told.  To adapt 
Syd Field and Coral Drouyn’s analogies, an office building can be seen to have a 
“skeleton”, a frame, a structure that holds it together.  But it cannot really be 
considered to have a “soul”.  The same with story - it can have a perfectly effective 
structure but still not have a well-realised theme.   
 
In the case of this script, the theme of “money corrupts” was in place as a driving 
force in my mind before the initial story idea had even formed.  Theme is not a 
product of structure and the Paradigm cannot be seen to have had any influence on 
it.  Having said this however, it has to be conceded that without a well-structured, 
well-realised story, the possibility of the theme emerging is reduced. 
 
Therefore, although the Paradigm can be seen to have been less useful with regards 
these two aspects - Character and Theme - it cannot be said to have “failed” where 
they are concerned.  Rather, it was simply less directly relevant to them than it was 
to more specifically structure-related issues.     
 
4.  How useful a tool, in the process of developing story   
     structure, is the Structural Paradigm in the practice  
     of writing a feature film script? 
 
This of course was the main question of this study.  Since analysis of the data 
suggests all the key Issues arising - Structure, Character, Situation, Theme - were 
addressed, it would seem reasonable to conclude that the story was told effectively.  
The feedback from peer assessors, as well as my own feelings as a practitioner, 
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confirm this.  How then did the Paradigm contribute to this effective storytelling?  
How was it useful? 
 
Again, the evidence of this study would suggest the Paradigm is most valuable as a 
reference tool during editing.  It was certainly also valuable in the early stages of 
story structuring and indeed a basic Paradigm-informed structure would seem 
essential at the beginning of writing a story as complex as that required for a feature 
film script.  But it was during the considerable and crucial stage of editing this script 
that the “site map” of the story afforded by the Paradigm was most useful.  This 
process was about realising a narrative that was both character-driven and 
embraced the theme, but which could be told in a time span appropriate to the type 
of story ie about two hours.  The structuring of the story was about accommodating 
these outcomes.   
 
What was needed was a structural tool that would effectively, as Linda Aronson 
stated, impose order without pre-empting the creative process.  Particularly, 
“order” needed to be imposed on the excessive length, and the Paradigm was most 
effective in helping to do this.   
 
That stated however, the warnings of those gurus who advised against using the 
Paradigm as a rule, need to be heeded.  Indeed even the notion of “imposing” order 
via the Paradigm could be seen to be too strong.  Rather it would seem to be best 
applied as a tool to help facilitate order - order that in turn facilitates character and 
theme.   
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Therefore, the answer to the key question would appear to be that: 
 
The Structural Paradigm is indeed a very useful story structuring 
tool in the practice of writing a feature film script, most particularly 
as a tool of reference at the initial story structuring and editing 
stages. 
 
Provided it is used as a means for realizing a theme and of telling a story that is 
driven by characters (and not as a substitute for either); and that it is not 
applied as a formula, but rather as a guide, to be applied and varied according 
to the individual story.  
 
It can be seen to be of most practical value when used as a tool for maintaining 
story momentum, its usefulness being in its capacity to act as a guide for 
helping maintain focus on the central narrative. 
 
 
6.2 CONCLUSION 
 
In reviewing this study, one issue that does arise, is whether or not the Paradigm 
could have been used more effectively to address what was this script’s main 
problem, over-length.  As explained several times and mentioned in the Journals, 
this problem arose out of decisions made regarding the need for character to drive 
the story.  These decisions resulted ultimately in a solidly character-driven story, but 
also in the overly long early drafts which necessitated the large amounts of cutting 
which constituted a considerable part of the writing process.  Could earlier 
application of the Paradigm have streamlined this process? 
 
Linda Aronson makes a strong point on this issue (see 2.12 THE AUSTRALIANS) when 
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she talks about the emotional commitment a writer often makes to a scene once it has 
been written, and the difficulty that sometimes arises in letting go of scenes even in 
the best interests of story - the disinclination to kill one’s “darlings” as William 
Faulkner might have put it.  The temptation the writer faces is to compromise to save 
a favourite scene, even though it may hamper the telling of the main story.  Certainly 
I faced such temptation in writing this script, especially with regards a sub-story 
involving Benny and Mrs G.  This story was a personal favourite both of mine and of 
one of my Peer Assessors.  It was ultimately cut for the benefit of the main story, but 
there was considerable time spent trying to save it and the temptation existed to 
manipulate the main story to accommodate it.  
 
A possible solution to this type of dilemma and the over-length problem in general, 
may be to apply the Paradigm at treatment stage.  (And it has to be noted that many 
industry practitioners do encourage this.)  I chose not to employ a treatment for the 
writing of this script, not being of the opinion, as a practitioner, that treatments are 
an effective tool for developing or realizing the crucial element of Character.  
Indeed, the experience of writing this script has reinforced that belief.  However for 
the writer who does feel they can realise character effectively this way - and they 
need to be very certain they can - the use of a treatment and the application of the 
Paradigm at that stage, could well be a productive option.     
 
As well as this treatment issue, one other interesting observation that can be made 
on reviewing this study is that, of the six writers whose work was reviewed in 2.2 
LITERATURE REVIEW, the one whose teaching most closely approximated my 
experience in writing this script, was not one of the international Gurus, but rather 
Coral Drouyn.  Though elements of all their principles were applicable, particularly 
those of McKee and Aronson, Drouyn’s were the ones I most consistently recognized 
in practice.  Her observations on the influence of character on story proved 
especially valid.  Her highlighting of the importance of editing and reviewing, and 
her distinction between “talent” (inspiration) and the craft skills needed to turn that 
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inspiration into script, were also seen to be legitimate.  Given the particular validity 
of her observations, the significance of her superior screenwriting experience 
(though almost exclusively in television) compared with that of the other Gurus, is a 
subject that could make for an interesting subsequent study. 
 
Also of note was the fact the only concept promulgated by the Gurus that I found to 
be totally at odds with practice was the notion, advanced by Field, Seger and 
Vogler, of specified page numbers by which story points should be reached.  As I 
suggested in my review of Field (see 2.2), all stories are not the same and a 
significant variable is in the length of time spent in each Act.  In this script, the time 
spent in each Act, especially the first, varied considerably from that specified by 
these Gurus. 
 
Out of this observation I would raise one final point - it is not a claim of this study that 
the Paradigm can be applied the same way as it has been here, in every case.  As 
stated early in this exegesis, scriptwriting is an inexact science.  This being the case, 
it is a legitimate contention that there can be no definitively ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ way to 
apply the Paradigm, any more than there can be a right or wrong way for characters 
to behave.  As a writer and researcher, I support that contention - this study does not 
claim to have established any universal rule for applying the Paradigm.  What this 
study has done is show that the Paradigm can be practically applied, and how it can.  
The Paradigm, as promulgated by the Gurus, was tested by applying it in a way that 
none of the Gurus has (or certainly have not documented) – by practical application 
to the scripting process.  That is, as prescribed by the process of praxis described in 
3.0 METHODOLOGY, the theory was applied in practice.  Out of this process has 
come an account of that practical application, the findings of which have then, by 
way of completing the praxis,  been related back to the theory (the Paradigm).  The 
related findings then inform how the Paradigm may be applied in practice in future.  
In the end however, exactly how the Paradigm is applied must vary according to the 
individual story.   
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 I believe this study represents a new reference tool, founded in the work of the 
Gurus but an innovation in its practical application, which future writers can employ.  
The long-term value of this study, I believe, is in its potential as a practical reference 
source which writers may use to help inform their structuring decisions.  It is a 
source they can refer to to show that the Paradigm can be useful in practice and, 
importantly, how.  However, the way they ultimately choose to apply the Paradigm in 
their individual writings should, however well-informed by this study, be a product 
of the dictates of individual story.  It may be, for instance, that they decide what in 
my story tallies with theirs and what does not, and decide from that to what extent 
they draw on how the Paradigm was applied in this case.  However they choose use 
this study, they should recognize that how exactly they apply the Paradigm must, 
ultimately, be dictated by the pith of their specific stories. 
 
   
In Conclusion
 
In answering the questions framed at its beginning, this study put to the test the 
structural Paradigm which is so influential an element of screenwriting, especially in 
the environment of the Australian industry, examining its usefulness in actual 
practice.  In doing so, the study assessed both the Paradigm’s overall usefulness or 
otherwise, and ascertained specific ways by which it can be most beneficially 
applied.   
 
This approach to assessing the Paradigm - that is, as a tool in the actual practice of 
writing a script - is one for which there would seem to be very little evidence of 
having been undertaken previously.  Given, as described, this Paradigm’s influence 
on screenwriting, this in-practice assessment can be seen to be one that sorely 
needed to be undertaken.  Certainly the most influential writers on the subject, while 
promulgating the Paradigm’s value, have tended to use it as a tool of review of 
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completed scripts, rather than detailing its practical application through the course 
of the writing process.  Their method has been to analyse completed scripts against 
their versions of the Paradigm.  This approach has, naturally, tended to suggest the 
Paradigm’s (or the particular writer’s version of the Paradigm) usefulness as a tool 
for reviewing completed scripts.  But it has offered little by way of assessment of its 
value as a tool in the ongoing process of writing.  Or how best that tool may be 
applied.   
 
This study effectively reversed this approach, instead reviewing the Paradigm 
against the scripting process.  This made the Paradigm itself the subject of review 
and in doing so made it possible to assess its actual value to the process.  And, 
ultimately, to the writer. 
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STRUCTURAL JOURNAL 
 
15/3/05  Commenced writing.  The basics of the story have been gestating in my head for 
some time -  
a man totally unequipped, skill-wise as well as temperamentally, for the job - an 
accountant who hates cricket, becomes by virtue of a freak accident the much-needed 
hero of Australian cricket; 
through the influence of his daughter, her faith and innocence, he re-acquaints himself 
with his own lost values and, in effect, finds himself again; 
he finds the self so many of us (and as a society) need to find - the one for whom 
money is not everything.  The story will be developed around this notion - the 
corrupting influence of money and realization that, in the end, money can’t buy 
everything. 
 
So I have a theme and a very elementary structure.  At this stage, even as story skeletons go, I 
know what I have is on the lean side, with substantially less formal structuring work done 
than I would normally begin writing a script this size with.  This situation though is in 
keeping with the nature of the research I am doing - I am looking to apply the Structural 
Paradigm to the scripting process and assess its usefulness. 
 
According to the Paradigm, I should be looking to establish the Balance - the world and 
characters as they are as the story starts - the world the disturbance of which will constitute 
the beginning of the story.  I should be working toward this Disturbance. 
 
 
27/3/05  Completed opening sequences introducing main characters, Steve and Benny, and 
setting them in their world - home with Tamsin and Lachie; Steve’s work environment and 
associated characters.  Ultimately it’s my determination to tell the story that emerges from 
my characters.  While obviously I will refer to the Paradigm - that is the purpose of the 
project - it will not dictate the story.  The characters will.  I will look to apply the Paradigm 
and assess its value in helping to tell the characters’ story.  I anticipate there will be times 
when it is of value and times when it is not.   
 
As well, specific story elements have been introduced - the match fixing strand; the team’s 
need for success; Steve’s money focus; his lack of both skill at and interest in cricket. 
 
Though I am happy with how these are being realized, I am already aware I am taking a long 
time, in screen terms, over them.  That is, in establishing the Balance.  The Paradigm would 
suggest I need to start moving more deliberately toward the Disturbance.       
 
 
29/3/05  Paused writing.  It’s been a reasonably intense two weeks with a lot of story and 
character material introduced.  In fact I realise I am definitely taking a long time over this 
process.  I’ve just about decided not to edit too harshly in this first draft but let the characters 
‘run’.  I’m beginning to suspect though that the ultimate script is going to be very long.  
Certainly I’m taking longer than I anticipated to get the main action of the story under way. 
 
I’m finding the Paradigm useful as a kind of beacon - though I’m taking a long time to get 
there, I know I have to keep on course toward the Disturbance. 
 
 
13/4/05  Back to work on the script.  I need to get to the real start of the story - Steve’s 
accident (the Disturbance). 
 21/4/05  Paused writing.  The last couple of days were good and I nailed (finally) Steve’s 
accident as well the circumstances around his actual drafting into the team by Tez and Mrs G.  
Despite the time spent establishing the Balance, I believe the story is evolving nicely.   
 
Having now completed what is essentially the beginning or first act of my story, I see I’m 
conforming to the Paradigm, without having looked to specifically impose it.  As I move into 
the second act, I’m aware of the need to balance the various story elements.  As the Paradigm 
identifies them - Plan, Sub-stories, Obstacles, Turning Points.  It will be interesting to see to 
what extent this balancing act is aided by the Paradigm.    
 
       
27/4/05  Re-commenced writing.   Aware of the need to keep the story moving forward - the 
Plan element of the Paradigm.  This is where I’ll get to take Steve, and the audience, into the 
“world” I’ve mentioned.  There’s a lot that can go on here - a lot of incidents, a lot of 
moments as Steve struggles to deal with an almost complete change of life.  The challenge I 
know will be to keep those incidents and moments story-relevant.  That is, to maintain the 
story momentum, not just action.  Not sure how much use the Paradigm will be in this. 
 
 
4/5/05  Paused writing.  Spent most of last week constructing the long montage illustrating 
Steve’s growing fame.  Probably too long given I suspect I’ll be using montage elsewhere in 
the script.  But in terms of keeping the middle act moving, I think it works and fits with the 
Plan as called for in the Paradigm.  I think it’s an effective way of seeing Steve confront the 
Obstacle of dealing with fame.      
 
 
17/5/05  Returned to script.  I know I need to maintain the story momentum and not have the 
script become a series of funny moments - Steve the fish out of water etc. 
 
 
19/5/05  Need now to begin moving the story in the direction of the ending.  In Paradigm 
terms, I need to start moving toward the Turning Point that will precipitate the Crisis. 
 
 
21/5/05  Another pause.  Having to give serious thought to the role of Benny’s class report 
Sub-story.  Though undoubtedly useful to the main story, the script is running very long and I 
suspect story elements are going to have to be cut or at least reduced.  This one alas looks a 
candidate.  Sub-stories are an element of the Paradigm and I have a couple in the script - the 
question looks like becoming, which to keep?  And is the Paradigm likely to help make these 
selections?   
 
 
28/5/05  Have decided to retain Benny’s project Sub-story - I think it needs to be kept alive in 
order to help maintain the valuable device of her video commentary.  The use of Sub-stories 
this way, is in keeping with the Paradigm. 
 
 
3/6/05  Looking to move as fast as I can now into what the Paradigm calls the Crisis.    That 
is, the beginning of the Third Act.  The Crisis will be initiated by the Turning Point of 
James’s offer to Steve to, in effect, throw the game.  I think everything is in place story-wise 
to make the ending I have in mind work.  Again the Paradigm is useful as a source of 
signposts. 
 
 16/6/05  I’m aware now there’s a lot of set-up gone into the build to the Climax - James’s 
offer, Steve and Tamsin’s conflict over De Reveurs, the Wainwright sub-story, James’s 
corruption - they’ve all needed to be established and will have to be brought to a conclusion.  
I’m confident the Climax I’ve planned will do so, but once again, the amount of story and the 
length of the script are worrying me.  As I refer to the Paradigm though, I find I am still in 
keeping with it, though coincidentally - I'm still determined for the story to emerge from 
character rather than from set, predetermined structure. 
 
 
25/6/05  The Climax sequence is getting close.  Before I get to that, I need to finish the 
intercutting sequence between the “James making the offer” scenes and the “Benny with Mrs 
G in the nets” scenes.  The Steve/James material is of course vital to the story and is in fact 
the beginning of the Crisis.  The Benny/Mrs G sequence though has only minimal story value 
and is a sequence I know I will have to look closely at when cutting for time.  Certainly it 
doesn’t conform to any of the elements of the Paradigm, not really being part of any of the 
Sub-stories.  Ultimately this could help decide its fate. 
 
 
31/6/05  The Crisis is reaching a peak - Steve is about to take the field. 
 
3/7/05  Climax.  Steve attempts to take the catch.  Effectively that’s the big question of the 
story answered.  Of course there’s other immediate questions to answer - does he catch it?  
Can he win the game for them?  What’s the result of the match?  But these are tied up with 
the excitement of the Climax.  In short order I’ll need to start moving on into the Resolution. 
 
 
10/7/05  Finished first draft.  Most of the story’s questions were answered in the Climax, with 
only the Mrs G/James element left to be tidied up.  With Benny’s little ‘coda’, I think the 
Resolution works well.   
 
Unfortunately the script is way too long for a feature and a significant amount of the second 
draft work is going to have to be aimed at reducing length. 
 
 
19/7/05  Began work on second draft.  I feel the story and characters emerge effectively and 
as I want them to.  To date I’ve worked with the Paradigm as a kind of reference tool rather 
than a map to be followed.  As I said at the start, I have looked to apply it to see if it is of use 
- not to be tied to it.  The story has emerged as I planned it to - according to who my 
characters are.  When I’ve referred to the Paradigm I’ve found the story ‘naturally’ 
conforming to it.  It’s helped me keep in mind the direction I need to move in eg that a Crisis 
needs to be worked toward as a build-up to the Climax.  But, again, the story has moved in 
that direction ‘organically’, without the Paradigm having to be imposed on it.  
 
What I have finished with however is a script that is maybe 30% too long.  A significant part 
of the work on the second draft will be in reducing length.   
 
Shortening scenes eg dialogue cuts, cutting scenes, possibly cutting Sub-stories, possibly 
reducing story beats - these are all options I’ll need to consider.  But I will be informed in all 
I do by the need to maintain the integrity of the story.  By integrity I mean that the story 
continue to be driven by my characters and that it does retain its flow and logic as a story - 
that is, that the run of cause and effect hangs together.  I will be looking more specifically at 
the Paradigm to aid this hanging together - I’m beginning to suspect that it’s in story editing 
that the Paradigm may be of greatest use. 
 
 22/7/05  Referring to the Paradigm as I go confirms my own feeling that the story works well.  
But I know there are going to have to be further, more stringent, cuts. 
 
 
24/7/05  Finished second draft.  As expected, still too long.  As I now start the third draft, it 
looks like being more of the same - cut, cut, cut. 
 
 
3/9/05  This draft down considerably in length, with dialogue and incidents the main cuts.  
The principal effect of these cuts has been a loss of small character-driven and character-
revealing moments.  However I don’t believe I’ve damaged the characters or their 
motivations and as a result both the main story and the Sub-stories retain their integrity.  This 
could well be a crucial point when reflecting on the writing process - the extent to which the 
story’s integrity relies on the integrity of characters and their motivations, rather, perhaps, 
than adherence to the paradigm.  To what extent are character and paradigm complementary 
or opposed?   
 
The difficult realization I am coming to is that any significant cuts from here, and there are 
going to have to be some, will be of the Sub-stories.  When that situation arises, the problem 
is going to be removing the Sub-story without damaging the main story.  The player 
corruption story for example, is a key driver of the main story, explaining as it does some of 
the circumstances of Steve’s amazing ascent to the national team, as well as the motivations 
of some of the characters.  It also provides much of the basis of the film’s theme about the 
corrupting influence of money.  At this point, removing this Sub-story would seem to risk 
significantly affecting the main story.   
 
This is, however, reassuring in terms of the Paradigm, which suggests Sub-stories should 
interweave with/affect/reflect/comment on, the main story - not simply be there to fill in time. 
 
Alas time continues to be the big problem with the script which is looking at running about 
two and three-quarter hours - too long for this story. 
 
 
13/9/05  Finished third draft.  As predicted, same problem - too long. 
 
 
19/1/06  Significant story revisions need to be made - no amount of trimming is going to do 
it.  It will be interesting to see what if any use the Paradigm is in this process.  It will be of 
most use to me if it can help keep the main story on track. 
 
 
14/2/06  Started on revised story outline.  I already know to a large extent what the result will 
be - several of the Sub-stories I have hung onto will be jettisoned and Steve’s story 
strengthened and made more clearly the focus.  I look back over my journal entries to date 
and I realise, even without the peer feedback I’ve received, this is the direction I had to head 
in.  The peer feedback has however certainly helped confirm it. 
 
As I mentioned in a previous note, the Paradigm will, I suspect, be of most use to me in 
helping keep the story structurally sound as I go about the painful process of unpicking the 
interweaved stories. 
 
 
23/2/06  Finished the revised story outline and forwarded it to GP and CW.  The approach I 
took was to concentrate totally on the main story ie Steve’s journey - his motivations, wants, 
needs, ie his journey and how that journey is going to incorporate my theme.  By doing so, I 
see now how to narrow the scope of the story.  Rather than it being about the corrupting 
influence of money both on Steve and the sport, I’ve focused it only on Steve.  The theme 
remains the same but the scale smaller, more personal.   
 
In making this decision, obviously the major Sub-story regarding the match-fixing will be 
cut.  Apart from the action that will be lost as a result, this will also severely reduce the role 
of a number of characters, most significantly Wainwright and (most disappointingly) Mrs G, 
as well as, to a lesser extent, James.        
 
This strengthening of focusing on Steve will mean not only cutting back on other stories, but 
also developing Steve’s story further.  Most particularly I will need to make clearer what 
drives him - what he wants.  Doing this will, I suspect, reduce  
 
Benny’s role in the story as Steve himself becomes more completely the driver of the action.   
 
Through this process, reference to the Paradigm has helped me keep the demands of the main 
story in mind - the fact that, while jettisoning Sub-stories etc, the narrative must also retain 
those story beats upon which later story elements rely.  That is, I mustn't lose any material 
needed to set up, for example, the Crisis. 
 
 
29/3/06  Paused writing. 
 
Have spent the fortnight pulling out any material not directly relating to the main story thrust 
ie Steve’s journey.  Most significant has been the removal of the player corruption Sub-story.  
Interestingly, Steve, James and Mrs G’s motivations - the three characters whose motivations 
I most feared would be weakened - remain clear, with only a small change of focus needed.  
Their actions and reactions remain convincing.  I don’t believe they, especially Mrs G, have 
as much depth as they did, but they still work effectively.   
 
The Paradigm and the character-driven imperative are fitting together very effectively.  It 
would seem a properly set up situation and clearly defined and motivated characters make a 
strong basis for storytelling.    No surprises there perhaps, but it is good to see it actually 
working in practice. 
 
 
24/4/06  Finished draft four.  The process of cutting the major Sub-story as well as pulling 
back on Benny’s part in the story has seen me cut something like a quarter of the script.  
Reference to the Paradigm has continued to be of value in refining and focusing it.   
 
I aim now to push straight on to a another draft which will essentially be a polish (I’ll 
continue to refer to this draft as the 4th Draft), ensuring the changes I’ve made hang together. 
 
 
15/5/06  Writing time on the script has been at even more of a premium than ever, with the 
addition of another project to my workload - a new series of H2O.   
 
Interestingly, the work now consists of making further small cuts as well as small additions.  
Re-focusing on Steve hasn’t simply been a matter of cutting the other stories - it’s also meant 
strengthening his story.  In Paradigm terms, I’m looking again at the Protagonist.  Overall 
though, the length continues to come down. 
  
23/5/06  Finished polish.  Length: 134 pages.  Strictly speaking, still a little long but in on-
screen terms it feels like a little over two hours - a nice length for this story.  I’m pretty 
pleased. 
 
 
20/6/06  Have decided I have enough data for analysis.  The scripting process will go on but I 
believe I have enough data for the purposes of the study.  With the notes now less focused on 
the story as such ie no longer specifically related to the subject matter of this study, and the 
fact I’m pretty happy with it myself, I believe now is the time to begin analyzing the data and 
working toward my findings and conclusions. 
 
For the purposes of this study, I have completed THE ARM THAT DOES THE HARM.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
WRITER’S JOURNAL 
 
 
15/3/05  Commenced writing. 
 
My basic story is of a man, Steve, who made a mistake once that he believes cost his family 
dearly, endangering their financial security.  He swore he’d never make a mistake like that 
again - he’s going to do his “job” by the family.  By amazing circumstances he’s given the 
opportunity to make amends for his mistake.  But ultimately, taking that chance will mean 
doing something he knows to be wrong.  So he has a dilemma - does he do the right thing as 
he sees it and look after his family; or does he do the right thing as he sees it and reject the 
opportunity?  It’s a lose/lose.  Or is there a win in there somewhere for him?    
 
At this stage, even as story skeletons go, I know what I have is on the lean side, with 
substantially less formal structuring work done than I would normally begin writing a script 
this size with. 
 
Some elements I am clear about.  I have a clear idea of who my two main characters are - 
Steve and Benny.  I specifically want them to be characters the audience can recognize and 
relate to.  I am conscious of wanting to take the audience into a “world” - that is a major 
appeal of the story - the world of an Australian cricketer.  What would Steve do as a new 
player?  What would he do out on the field?  How would the other players react to him?  And 
through it all, how would Steve, being the character he is, react?   
 
I want the audience to take the journey with Steve -  that very (early) Spielberg notion of 
ordinary people in extraordinary situations (ET, DUEL, CLOSE ENCOUNTERS, ETC).  The 
main characters in these films, with the exception of ET himself, were very ordinary people, 
the more effectively to point up the drama of what was happening to them and involve the 
audience - “What would I do if ET turned up in my backyard?”  I want the audience to take 
the journey with the characters so I want them to get to know the characters. 
 
I also have a clear idea of the kind of film I want this to be - a broad audience, G/PG-rated 
comedy.  Of a similar audience appeal to FIELD OF DREAMS, CLOSE ENCOUNTERS, 
THE SANTA CLAUSE, BIG which also feature “magical” inciting incidents. 
 
 
29/3/05  Paused writing to work on regular script work.  I’m happy for the change of speed.  
It’s been a reasonably intense two weeks. 
 
 
13/4/05  Back to work on the script.  Nice to be back with my characters again.  I like them.  
But I need to get to the real start of the story - Steve’s accident. 
 
 
16/4/05  Very slow progress.  The change of gear back to this script after two weeks pushing 
out a couple of television drafts has been difficult.   
 
 
 
17/4/05  Same as yesterday - this is beginning to bug me.  Amazing the reduction in my 
output when the profit-motivated deadline doesn’t apply.    
 
 
21/4/05  Paused writing to work on H2O draft.  The last couple of days were good and I 
nailed (finally) Steve’s accident as well the circumstances around his actual drafting into the 
team by Tez and Mrs G.  Currently working on the intercut sequence between “Mrs G and the 
selectors” and “Steve, Mrs G and Tez with Dr Dunlevy”.  Somehow I suspect I should be 
pushing the story along here but I believe the material covered in them is important to the 
logic of the story.  As well, it’s action I think the audience will like to see.  And yes, also I’m 
enjoying writing them.             
 
Having completed now what is essentially the first act of my story, I see I’m conforming to 
the Paradigm, without having looked to specifically impose it.   
 
 
23/4/05  Interestingly, am finding the change of gears back to television scripting just as 
difficult as the gear change in the opposite direction.  To be honest I expected this might 
possibly be the case.  As usual, reference both to the scene breakdown and my bank balance 
keep me on track. 
 
 
27/4/05  Returned to feature script.   Aware of the need to keep the story moving forward - 
the Plan element of the Paradigm.   
 
 
4/5/05  Paused writing - scripts due.  Spent most of last week constructing the long montage 
illustrating Steve’s growing fame.        
 
 
17/5/05  Returned to script after longish lay-off working on TV material.  Will be interesting 
to see how quickly I get back into the rhythm of ARM.  I know I need to maintain the story 
momentum and not have the script become a series of funny moments - Steve the fish out of 
water. 
 
 
19/5/05  Slow re-start once more but completed the montage.   
 
 
21/5/05  Another pause - H2O script due this week. 
 
 
28/5/05  Re-commenced writing.   
 
 
14/6/05  Another pause.  NEIGHBOURS script due this week.  Work really starting to feel 
very stop/start.  I can see the end in sight but I just don’t seem to be making progress.   
 
 
15/6/05  H2O script notes arrived early - it now due next week. 
  
25/6/05  Started on script again at last - seems to have been a long time off.  Very slow 
starting again, but the Climax sequence is getting close.  Before I get to that, I need to finish 
the intercutting sequence between the “James making the offer” scenes and the “Benny with 
Mrs G in the nets” scenes.  The Steve/James material is of course vital to the story and is in 
fact the beginning of the Crisis.  The Benny/Mrs G sequence though has only minimal story 
value and is a sequence I know I will have to look at closely when cutting for time.  
Unfortunately it’s also one of the sequences I’m happiest with in the script so far.  At this 
stage I want to try to save it, but I’ve a feeling it’s one the darlings Faulkner would hand me a 
bullet for.  Certainly it doesn’t conform to any of the elements of the Paradigm. 
 
 
31/6/05  Exciting stuff - the Crisis is reaching a peak.  Steve is about to take the field. 
 
 
3/7/05  Climax.  Steve attempts to take the catch.  Effectively that’s the big question of the 
story answered.  Of course there’s other immediate questions to answer - does he catch it?  
Can he win the game for them?  What’s the result of the match?  But these are tied up with 
the excitement of the Climax.  In short order I’ll need to start moving on into the Resolution. 
 
 
10/7/05  Finished first draft.  Most of the story’s questions were answered in the Climax, with 
only the Mrs G/James element left to be tidied up.  With Benny’s little ‘coda’, I think the 
Resolution works well.   
 
Unfortunately the script is way too long for a feature. 
  
11/7/05  Paused writing - NEIGHBOURS script due this week. 
 
 
19/7/05  Began work on second draft.  I feel the story and characters emerge effectively and 
as I want them to.   
 
What I have finished with however is a script that is maybe 30% too long.  A significant part 
of the work on the second draft will be in reducing length.   
 
 
22/7/05  As I work through, I’m finding significant cuts in dialogue -  as usual with my 
writing, I get hung up on characters’ word play.  Resisting cuts to story beats at this stage.   
 
Referring to the Paradigm as I go confirms my own feeling that the story works well.  But I 
know there are going to have to be further, more stringent, cuts. 
 
 
24/7/05  Finished second draft.  As expected, still too long.  As I now start the third draft, it 
looks like being more of the same - cut, cut, cut. 
 
 
26/7/05  Reaching that stage where I’m just feeling too close to the script - it’s getting hard to 
see what to cut and what to keep.  I think a week away from it will benefit the process.  The 
problem as the cutting process continues is to balance the needs of a coherent, engaging 
story; with the need to establish and maintain believable, well-rounded characters; with the 
need to take the audience into the world of the story; and to do so in a cinematic way.  Oh, 
and be funny. 
 
Yep, a week off sounds a good idea.      
 
 
16/8/05  Recommenced work.  Break was longer than expected, with NEIGHBOURS script 
amongst other things arising. 
 
 
3/9/05  Paused writing for NEIGHBOURS script.  I’ve made good progress though over the 
last couple of weeks, getting close to completion of this draft.   
 
 
13/9/05  Finished third draft.  As predicted, same problem - too long.  In terms of pages, at 
191 it’s probably about 60 too many.  (Although in on-screen terms I believe it’s nothing like 
as long as it appears, as I do spend a lot of big print explaining cricket action - for the non-
cricket-literate reader - that will occupy only a small time on screen.) 
 
More cuts will be needed but I believe the current script is at a length I can comfortably ask 
people to read.  So before further re-writing, it’s time for the plunge - I’ll get it out for peer 
assessment.  
 
 
13/9/05  Forwarded draft to a production company.  I don’t propose to include their feedback 
as peer assessment at this stage, however, depending to what extent it influences changes to 
the script, I may yet do so.  
 
 
16/9/05  E.mailed draft to supervisor, Geoff Portmann who is also to provide peer 
assessment. 
 
 
25/10/05  Delivered a hard copy to Geoff Portmann. 
 
 
9/11/05  Nine weeks since I finished third draft and keen to get going again.   
 
 
15/11/05  Feedback - positive phone call from Geoff Portmann - to meet 25/11. 
 
 
16/11/05  E.mailed script to non-academy peer assessor, Cory Taylor. 
 
 
23/11/05  Production company responded - very positive.  Only concern, the length.  Keen to 
see next draft.  (So am I.) 
 
 25/11/05  Met with Geoff Portmann (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer Assessment Notes).  
Once again, length of script an issue but he very positive re story, characters, comedy, 
commercial potential - real encouragement.  Concern though, at length of time in the set-up 
of the story ie first act.  I am aware of this myself and, though the paradigm doesn’t specify 
how long each element or act should be, the fact is the real action of the story isn’t considered 
to have started til the Disturbance set the character/s on their journey. 
 
 
26/11/05  Commenced work on fourth draft.  Positive feedback from GP and production 
company a real boost.  After so much time off, I’m really looking forward to getting back 
with my characters. 
 
 
29/11/05  It’s once again hastening slowly as I accept an invitation to work on the new 
Jonathan Shiff series of PIRATE ISLANDS. 
 
 
1/12/05  Production company in touch - more encouraging feedback makes me even keener 
to get back to it. 
 
 
5/12/05  Recommenced writing. 
 
 
6/12/05  Met with Cory Taylor (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer Assessment Notes) - her 
input positive and valuable.  She raised the question of whose story it is.  I’ve always 
believed it to be Steve’s, with the relationship with Benny being the most important aspect of 
that story.  Cory however contends that the story as is could almost equally be Benny’s.  I 
don’t agree but it is a very good point - Benny does play a very big role in the story.  More 
than necessary? 
 
 
22/12/05  Contacted GP - he suggested Carol Williams come on board as well. 
 
 
19/1/06  Last few weeks have been frustratingly stop/start with Christmas season (though 
welcome), plus NEIGHBOURS and PIRATE ISLANDS deadlines.  However almost finished 
next draft.  Still too bloody long.  Significant story revisions need to be made - no amount of 
trimming is going to do it.  It will be interesting to see what if any use the Paradigm is in this 
process.  It will be of most use to me if it can help keep the main story on track. 
 
 
25/1/06  Met with GP and CW (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer Assessment Notes) - most 
interestingly they made the point of whose story it is (same as Cory did).  They made the 
point that if it’s Steve’s story, his story needs to be made more of the focus.  Most 
specifically, What does he want? 
 
 
3/2/06  Notes arrived from CW (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer Assessment Notes).  Again, 
the most important point raised was, What’s at stake for Steve? 
 
 8/2/06  Met with GP and CW again - both again reinforced the importance of focusing on 
Steve’s story if he is the main  character (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer Assessment Notes).  
They suggested doing a revised story outline.  A good idea.             
 
 
14/2/06  Started on revised story outline.   
 
 
14/3/06  Can’t wait any longer for feedback on revised story outline - I know I’m moving in 
the right direction anyway, so I’ll begin work on the next draft based on my story revisions. 
 
 
29/3/06  Paused writing - NEIGHBOURS due next week. 
 
Have spent the fortnight pulling out any material not directly relating to the main story thrust 
ie Steve’s journey.  Most significant has been the removal of the player corruption Sub-story.  
Interestingly, Steve, James and Mrs G’s motivations - the three characters whose motivations 
I most feared would be weakened - remain clear, with only a small change of focus needed.  
Their actions and reactions remain convincing.  I don’t believe they, especially Mrs G, have 
as much depth as they did, but they still work effectively.  Watching this happen was difficult 
especially in the case of Mrs G who had become a personal favourite character.  But this in 
itself I now see had become a problem - time spent with her, enjoyable though it was, was not 
necessarily relevant to the main story.   
 
As usual, it was the cutting of individual scenes that hurt the most - especially the sequence 
late in the script between Benny and Mrs G, a scene I had in mind right from the starting 
point of writing the script and which was perhaps my favourite sequence in the script.  But it 
had to go.  Faulkner would be proud of me (or at least mildly sympathetic). 
 
Have also removed a sequence, involving a leading international cricketer, included solely for 
overseas market appeal.  It can be reinstated if needs be. 
 
 
3/4/06  Production company contacted me somewhat out of the blue.  They’re still interested 
and sent me some very minimal notes - nothing I haven’t already addressed.  (Have decided 
not to include production company notes in research data.  Apart from making the point re 
over-length, they really haven’t amounted to much, certainly not beyond what is already 
being addressed.) 
 
 
 
24/4/06  Last three weeks have been very stop/start, with a new television project, SWAMP, 
in development plus the usual NEIGHBOURS turnaround.  Along the way though I have 
managed to finish the fourth draft.  The process of cutting the major Sub-story as well as 
pulling back on Benny’s part in the story has seen me cut something like a quarter of the 
script.  This has been both painful as I’ve seen characters and incidents I’ve invested effort 
and ‘self’ in, exadicated; and liberating as I’ve seen the script come down toward manageable 
length, while retaining story shape and theme. 
 
 
15/5/06  Writing time on the script has been at even more of a premium than ever, with the 
addition of another project to my workload - a new series of H2O.  Can’t complain though, 
he said checking his overdraft. 
  
23/5/06  Finished fifth draft.  Length: 134 pages.  Strictly speaking, still a little long but in 
on-screen terms it feels like a little over two hours - a nice length for this story.  I’m pretty 
pleased. 
 
Sent script to GP and production company.        
 
 
23/5 - 12/6/06  Worked on SWAMP, NEIGHBOURS and H2O.  Actually nice to break from 
ARM for a while. 
 
 
20/6/06  Met with Geoff Portmann and Carol Williams (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer 
Assessment Notes).  More notes, Carol’s in particular addressing character issues.  But not 
specific to the main story.  Interestingly, she would like some more depth to Mrs G, the 
removal of which was the thing that most hurt in the latest re-write.  It’s difficult not to want 
to spend time with/make story about characters that engage us. 
 
 
20/6/06  Have decided I have enough data for analysis.  The scripting process will go on but I 
believe I have enough data for the purposes of the study.  With the notes now less focused on 
the story as such, and the fact I’m pretty happy with it myself, I believe now is the time to 
begin analyzing the data and working toward my findings and conclusions. 
 
As I do move forward with the script, I’ll put it out in the industry, looking for wider 
feedback.  As I say, the process will continue.  But for the purposes of this study, I have 
completed THE ARM THAT DOES THE HARM.  And I like what I’ve done.   
 
 
     
 
 
 
 
 
SCHEDULE AND LOGISTICS JOURNAL 
 
 
15/3/05  Commenced writing with opening sequence at night cricket match. 
 
 
29/3/05  Paused writing - H2O scene breakdown and NEIGHBOURS draft due in next fortnight.  
Currently working on first scene in James’s office. 
 
 
13/4/05  Re-commenced writing.  Looking to push on to Disturbance - Steve’s accident. 
 
 
21/4/05  Paused writing - H2O draft due next week.  Working on intercut sequence between 
“Mrs G and the selectors” and “Steve, Mrs G and Tez with Dr Dunlevy”. 
 
 
27/4/05  Re-commenced writing.  Looking to finish current intercut sequence and get Steve into 
the “world” of being a star.  
 
 
4/5/05  Paused writing - NEIGHBOURS script and H2O scene breakdown due in next fortnight.  
Working on long montage of Steve’s growing public popularity. 
 
 
17/5/05  Re-commenced writing.  Continuing to refine montage. 
 
 
 
21/5/05  Paused writing - H2O draft due this week.  Montage finished, looking to develop 
Benny’s classroom/report element. 
 
 
28/5/05  Re-commenced writing.  Need to decide what part, if any, Benny’s class report will play 
in story.   
 
 
14/6/05  Paused writing - NEIGHBOURS script due this week. Looking to finish “James making 
his offer to Steve”/ “Mrs Gilvarry with Benny in the nets” sequence.  
 
 
15/6/05  H2O script notes arrive - draft now due in next week. 
 
 
24/6/05  Re-commenced writing.  Finishing intercut sequence between “James making his offer 
to Steve” scenes and “Mrs Gilvarry with Benny in the nets” scenes. 
 
 
10/7/05  First draft finished.  Way too long for feature film script - commenced second draft.  
Looking to tell story more economically rather than lose story element. 
 
 
11/7/05  Paused writing - NEIGHBOURS draft due this week.   
 
 
19/7/05  Re-commenced writing.  Looking primarily to make dialogue cuts. 
 
 
 
 
24/7/05  Finished second draft.  Still too long.  Need to start looking at cutting scenes and 
character beats.       
 
 
5/8/05   Paused writing - NEIGHBOURS draft due next week.  Decisions need to be made 
regarding the maintenance of some sub-stories.     
 
 
16/8/05  Re-commenced writing.  Continue cutting for third draft.   
 
 
3/9/05  Paused writing - NEIGHBOURS draft due next week.  Third draft almost  
complete. 
 
 
13/9/05  Completed third draft.  Substantially shortened but still too long for feature film.  Major 
story decisions may need to be made.  Time for some peer feedback.  
 
 
13/9/05  Forwarded draft to a production company which had previously expressed an interest in 
working on a feature project of mine.  
 
 
16/9/05  E.mailed script to supervisor, Geoff Portmann. 
 
 
20/10/05  Contacted production company to get feedback - one of the principals yet to read it. 
 
 
 
25/10/05  Delivered hard copy of script to Geoff Portmann.     
  
14/11/05  Geoff Portmann e.mailed for me to call him. 
 
 
15/11/05  Called Geoff Portmann - positive feedback - to meet 25/11. 
 
 
16/11/05  Mailed draft to peer assessor, Cory Taylor. 
 
 
23/11/05  Production company replied - very positive - interested in development - does need to 
be shorter.  Very interested to see next draft. 
 
 
25/11/05  Met with Geoff Portmann - very positive - (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer 
Assessment Notes) - I to do re-writing with his feedback in mind. 
 
 
26/11/05  Started work on next draft. 
 
 
29/11/05  Paused writing - PIRATE ISLANDS TV series ep in train. 
 
 
1/12/05  Spoke with production company - more encouragement and further made point re 
length. 
 
 
 
5/12/05 Re-commenced writing. 
  
6/12/05  Met with Cory Taylor - valuable, positive input - (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer 
Assessment Notes). 
 
 
9/12/05  Paused writing - NEIGHBOURS, PIRATE ISLANDS drafts due in next fortnight. 
 
 
22/12/05  Called Geoff Portmann to stay in touch - he suggest Carol Williams to come on board 
as well. 
 
 
23/12/05  Re-commenced writing. 
 
 
2/1/06  Paused writing - PIRATE ISLANDS script due. 
 
 
10/1/06  Recommenced writing. 
 
 
19/1/06  Almost completed next draft - still too long.  Contacted Geoff Portmann - to meet with 
him and Carol Williams 25/1. 
 
 
25/1/06  Met with Geoff Portmann and Carol Williams - they gave me feedback (see 
APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer Assessment Notes) + Carol to send me notes. 
 
3/2/06  Notes arrived from Carol Williams (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer Assessment Notes). 
 
 8/2/06  Met with Geoff Portmann and Carol Williams - (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer 
Assessment Notes).  I to do a revised story outline and send it to them.  Start delayed - 
NEIGHBOURS script due next week. 
 
 
14/2/06  Started on revised story outline notes. 
 
 
23/2/06  Sent revised story outline notes to Geoff Portmann and Carol Williams. 
 
 
14/3/06  Began work on next draft based on my own story revisions. 
 
 
29/3/06  Paused writing - NEIGHBOURS draft due next week. 
 
 
3/4/06  Production company contacted me - still very interested - they sent notes, but very 
minimal. 
 
 
6/4/06  Paused writing - began development work on new series, SWAMP + NEIGHBOURS 
due. 
 
 
12/4/06  Re-commenced writing. 
 
19/4/06  Paused writing - SWAMP material due. 
 
 
24/4/06  Re-commenced writing. 
 
 
6/5/06  Paused writing - SWAMP material due. 
 
 
10/5/06  New project - H2O Series Two commenced + NEIGHBOURS and SWAMP material 
pending. 
 
 
21/5/06  Re-commenced writing. 
 
 
23/5/06  Finished draft.  Sent to Geoff Portmann + production company.  
 
 
23/5 - 12/6/06  Worked on SWAMP, NEIGHBOURS and H2O. 
 
 
12/6/06  Called Geoff Portmann re meet - to meet 20/6. 
 
 
20/6/06  Met with Geoff Portmann and Carol Williams.  (see APPENDIX ITEM 3 - Peer 
Assessment Notes) 
 
 
20/6/06  Began data analysis.     
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX ITEM 3:  PEER 
ASSESSMENT 
 
 
 Meeting with Geoff Portmann - 25/11/05 
 
 
Probed the theme of the story -  
 
The Steve/Benny relationship: 
 
The nature of Benny’s holding faith with Steve.   
 
Perhaps make more room at the front of the script to develop that faith and the connection 
between her and Steve.  Need to make that connection real. 
 
Need also to develop the conflict between them.  This should be where the central conflict starts 
from.  The between them is the one thing that on through the whole story. 
 
Possibly start with them alienated? 
 
The theme of corrupting influence of money: 
 
Needs to be placed more up front.  The conflict it generates and the theme it explores needs to be 
sharper up front.  How money in sport affects their lives isn’t overt. 
 
 
Structure - 
 
Strong classic, three-act structure. 
 
Perhaps look at Act 1 again - set-up critical.  Look to establish empathy - why do we want to 
follow this character’s life?  Look at the central character in those opening scenes - look to bring 
out the themes and conflicts as they affect him.  Focus more on his issues at the beginning. 
  
Also very valuable in terms of encouragement and advice re the commercial development of the 
project. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Meeting with Cory Taylor - 6/12/05 
 
 
Specifically re Paradigm - 
 
Even if it’s not specifically in mind all the time, story is the thing the writer has to come back to. 
 
However… not ever story can be told the same way - each has its own unique structure, evolving 
‘organically’ not automatically conforming to the paradigm. 
 
“You don’t know exactly what you’ve got until you’ve gone through it. 
 
Agrees Paradigm is most use as an editing tool. 
 
Story should be foremost character-driven rather than paradigm. 
 
Turning Points should be about what characters want - making connections that had seemed 
unlikely. 
 
 
Specifically re the script - 
 
From audience POV - focus more on Benny.  Reduce the office stuff which will disengage kids.   
 
Who is the audience?  Cricket audience? 
 
Out of this will grow whose story is it - Steve’s or Benny’s?   
 
Benny being a girl not feel convincing.  Keep it a male world.  A father/son hero conflict 
dynamic. 
 Possibly start with them in conflict re her future. 
 
Story starts late.  Quicker set-up needed.  Ditch the family stuff and include Benny more in the 
action with Steve. 
 
What do the characters want - Benny clear - Steve not. 
 
Possibly make Steve very successful - conflict could grow from Benny not appreciating money. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Meeting with Geoff Portmann and Carol Williams - 25/1/06 
 
 
Geoff again stressed importance of theme.  I confirmed notion of money corrupting.  He 
suggested also theme of father/daughter relationship important. 
 
Carol likes the notion I’m developing of Steve feeling guilty/a sense of loss over time he 
couldn’t spend with Benny because he has to work.   
 
Both agreed with me that main character needs more clearly to want something.  
 
Geoff feels it needs to be more clearly stated what/whose story it is - Steve, Steve and Benny, 
Steve/corruption, Steve/family? 
 
Both agreed with me it needs to be shortened, especially at the front. 
 
Geoff agreed with me on the importance of making the characters as ‘real’ as possible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Notes from Carol Williams - 3/2/06 
 
 
This script in its present form falls into the “screwball comedy” genre.  Even taking this into 
consideration, I had real problems with credibility with how the Australian cricket team was 
portrayed, particularly the management, i.e., financial arrangements with which Steve is 
involved.  All of this is very hazy, there is no detail.  How and why he would operate from an 
office at the cricket ground doesn’t sit comfortably when most people would know cricket is big 
business and run as any large corporation. 
 
The characters are rather linear, lacking sub-text and variety.  And they all have a similar 
“voice”, little differentiation between how they interact. 
 
The plot leads the story which is a major concern.  It does not evolve through the protagonist’s 
needs as it should.  These needs are not defined.  It is difficult to know what the story is about, it 
is very slow to start. We learn very late in the script that Steve failed in his business with his 
wife.  Though hinted at, the exposition about the failed business is withheld.  As we weren’t 
given any real insight into the emotional turmoil this caused, it had little impact when we did 
learn about it.  If this happened when Belinda was born, then Steve has had thirteen years to get 
over it, but he hasn’t. A lot of people go bankrupt and don’t turn a hair.  So what does this say 
about Steve, more particularly, what do you want it to say about him?  We need a lot more 
insight into his character.    
 
During our discussion, Anthony thought the theme to be about corruption in sport yet I felt the 
stronger theme coming through at present seems to be about ego: Steve, having been crushed by 
failure finds himself inadvertently a hero and therefore open to temptation. .  If the main theme is 
to be about corruption, then this would need to operate on more than one level. Though it isn’t 
fully developed in the script yet, I liked Anthony’s sub-theme of Steve feeling a failure with his 
daughter.  Steve is aware that in his interactions with his daughter he remains self-absorbed by 
his failure, and therefore compounds his own sense of worthlessness. 
 The script is at least 50 pages too long. It was mentioned that it might possibly be a mini-series 
but this is not mini-series material in its present form and would require much more story and a 
massive re-structure if you seriously wanted to go that way. 
 
Both children appear to have the same attitude towards their father, therefore we have two 
characters serving the same purpose. This needs to be addressed.  Having two children should 
offer an opportunity for some texture.  
 
Belinda’s voice over introduction is not needed as it explains what is happening.  Better to let the 
audience have a bit of work to do - introduce some intrigue. 
 
 
The device of Belinda’s “media reporting” is over-done - particularly when it goes into the 
school.   
 
The best sections of the script are the games, with the progressive growing “cult of Steve”.  This 
has pace and energy so we don’t want to lose these. And it is only here that the script “takes off”.  
However, we need to be up and running from the beginning.  And we should have a different 
rhythm up to this point so the take off is uplifting, moving it into a new direction. 
 
Suggestions: 
 
Research: into the detail of how the Australian cricket team is managed, financed and sponsored 
so Steve’s position is more plausible, put in more detail “if you want to speak to the world, show 
the village”.   
 
 
Write detailed histories of all main characters then write from their perspective how they feel 
about each other. (Reference Story by Robert McKee on character development) This is a 
suggested exercise only, not to put in the script, but to understand how they are feeling, what 
they want from each other when the story starts. It would be particularly helpful to write out the 
whole business failure, what exactly happened and why, put it in detail.  How desperately did 
Steve try to rectify the situation?  How deeply did he feel the pain of losing it?  How did that 
contrast with how his wife felt and how did it affect their relationship? It all reads very sketchily 
and glossed over at present.  What is it about Steve’s character/family history that this failure has 
had such impact?  We don’t need to hear a long exposition, but rather understand and recognize 
where he is at through how he interacts with others/or fails to. 
 
Even if it is Steve’s story, each character has an interaction with him.  I feel this only skims the 
surface of the potential of this family’s history. There aren’t enough real opportunities for the 
audience to connect to any of them and through them, Steve, and we need to feel empathy for 
Steve so we will be rooting for him. This is particularly important given the premise of the “arm” 
is fairly, in your words, “idiotic”. I agree. It is fun, but fairly silly.  So if we feel for the 
characters, then we will accept the premise (as we did in Malcolm).  There is a wealth of story 
potential under-utilised.  After a deeper exploration of character, the theme will emerge.   
 
A possibility in re-structuring might be to consider revealing Steve’s past failure early in the 
script.  In Steve’s eyes he is a failure, a failure in the business with his wife, a failure with his 
daughter, a failure in his new job (his being passed over for promotion) and then suddenly, as 
stated on the front cover, fate hands him a chance to be a hero.  But that chance is tainted by 
corruption.    
 
If the theme is corruption, it would be nice if that were carried through in a sub-plot in some 
way.  The story needs to operate on different levels, it presently is very linear.  I realize it is 
comedy, but for me that will work better with some light and shade. 
 
It is obvious Anthony can write engaging dialogue, but the script at present relies too heavily on 
that.  What it lacks is story depth and structure.  As the character journeys define structure and  
provide the necessary depth, texture and theme, these need to be addressed before we can move 
forward.  
 
A decision needs to be taken on what is the main story, what is the sub-plot?  Is the 
father/daughter the main story?  Is the husband/wife the main story? Or the cricket/Steve’s 
professional life  the main story with the other two as sub-plots that are linked by theme.   
 
Once all of the above has been decided it should provide a spine for the story from which the real 
theme will emerge. 
 
Carol Williams 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Meeting with Geoff Portmann and Carol Williams - 8/2/06 
 
 
Both made the point the script is still too long.   
 
This means focusing the story more.  Again, whose story is it? 
 
I say Steve.  Therefore the story needs to be focused on him.  Reduce the amount of Benny story, 
especially the classroom/video stuff.  Possibly focus more on how Steve reacts to what’s 
happening - how he changes/how it affects him. 
 
[I realise, to do this means revising the theme.] 
 
To accommodate this, possibly look more at the Steve/Tamsin relationship. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Meeting with Geoff Portmann and Carol Williams - 20/6/06 
 
 
Geoff believes script is tighter and sharper.   
 
Both believe there could be some more detail on Mrs G - how did she get to this position?  
Where do people stand with her? 
 
Both believe she and Dr Dunlevy need to be made more “real”. 
 
Carol believes the opening should be on Steve exclusively, and lose Benny’s V/O.  She should 
be disappointed when she doesn’t get to go to work with him. 
 
There should be more sub-text in the longer scenes. 
 
The Steve/Tamsin relationship should be made clearer.  More of what it meant for Tamsin to 
lose the restaurant. 
 
Perhaps lose Benny’s camera - it gets in the way of accessing her. 
 
The Steve/Benny turning point in the bedroom might work better with Tamsin instead of Benny. 
 
Look to make less plot-driven, more character-driven. 
 
Geoff believes Steve should be driven by his sense of failure.  It should be made more clear this 
is what drives him.  More sub-textually.  For example, the decision not to take Benny to work 
should result in hurt on both sides. 
 
The Benny story arc should be looked at.  It should reflect what is happening with  
 
Steve.  It should be looked at in terms of the effect Steve’s fame has on their relationship. 
 
It needs to be made clear what Steve has “learned” along the way. 
 
The revelation should make clear a sense of integrity is the most important Steve can give 
Benny/the family. 
 
Overall, more sub-text - stuff like the cardigan thing.  
 
 
 
 
